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PREFACE 


Religious faith is the conviction that there is one 
reality which is supremely worthy of man’s trust, which 
is therefore neither in human life, nor in the physical 
world, but is transcendent of both. 

Implied in this faith is also the conviction that some- 
thing of its nature can be known for the trustworthy 
guidance of human life. 

But this faith is discredited by every philosophy which 
develops out of the premise of Empiricism. According 
to Empiricism, man can know only his experiences, one 
type of which is his language. Hence, according to all 
consistent philosophical empiricisms, in knowing lan- 
guage expressions, one knows only experiences: not in- 
formed interpretations of a reality external to experience. 

Thus, philosophies of language which begin with the 
empiricist premise discredit the religious faith that some- 
thing can be known of a divine reality. Yet, it is safe to 
say that most contemporary theories of language begin 
with the empiricist premise, and therefore are anti-theo- 
logical. But, without a theology, which is an interpreta- 
tion of the divine reality transcendent of human experi- 
ence, there is no religious faith. 

Contemporary pragmatisms, for example, which con- 
stitute one type of Empiricism, maintain that the func- 
tion of language is simply to facilitate behavior. Accord- 
ing to this point of view, language is behavior, and desig- 
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nates only behavior, and the part of our behavior which 
is experimentally controlled is said to be scientific re- 
search. This point of view is Operationism, or Oper- 
ationalism, according to which, we know only the opera- 
tions we perform, and nothing more. 

The upshot of these popular philosophies of knowl- 
edge is a nominalistic theory of language, according to 
which, we know only language signs. Since language-uses 
are conventions, the point of view is referred to as Con- 
ventionalism, according to which, nothing more is known 
in science than language conventions. 

When language conventions are systematized, we have 
a grammar, and according to contemporary Logical Em- 
piricism, a knowledge of these conventional rules is the 
extent of all warranted knowledge-claims. According to 
this position, we know our statements: and a statement 
formed according to conventionally accepted rules of 
grammar is said to be “true”. Hence, the only truth of 
which we may claim knowledge, according to this empir- 
icist analysis of language, is grammatical, or syntactical 
truth: it is a property of our statements when formed in 
accordance with the rules of statement-formation. One 
such system of rules is symbolic logic. 

But this current emphasis upon symbolic logic as the 
norm of language-use is indeed a symptom of our age. 
It is an expression of a belief that all that can be known 
for certain are operations upon language: not anything 
of a reality other than language. ‘This contemporary point 
of view, however, is not only an expression of belief about 
what can be known: it is also an expression of disbelief. 
It is a skepticism toward the warrant for affirming knowl- 
edge-claims of a reality transcendent of experience. 
Hence, it is anti-theological, and so either as a theory of 
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language or as a theory of knowledge, it is irreconcilable 
with religious faith. 

If, therefore, contemporary empiricisms are accepted 
as the last word in an analysis of language and knowledge, 
there is no possible way to respect any religious literature 
as a Statement of informed interpretations of a divine 
reality. What is at stake, consequently, in contemporary 
empiricist theories of language is not merely an academic 
problem. If it were, nothing of life and death significance 
would be involved. What is at stake, is religious life itself. 

Religious life is a faith that a knowledge of a divine 
reality is possible, and one expression of this faith is the 
use of language to state interpretations of this reality. 
Religious literature, and religious institutions likewise, 
express the belief that knowledge of the divine reality 
can be communicated by means of language for the 
instruction of all who seek to know a “Wisdom which 
needing no light, enlightens the minds that need it.” 

But this cognitive function of language, which 1s basic 
to religious life, is repudiated by every empiricist analysis. 
Unless, therefore, another theory of language can be 
intelligently defended, statements of religious faith, as 
well as the educational function of religious institutions, 
cannot be intelligently defended. 

One conviction motivating this essay is that one 
source of today’s skepticism toward religious faith, and 
religious institutions, is the current empiricist theories 
of language which enjoy such widespread popularity. 
Another conviction is that an alternative philosophy of 
language can be stated which is compatible with the 
knowledge-claims of religious faith, and which can justify 
the educational office of religious literature and religious 
institutions. 
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Such a philosophy of language must, of course, ac- 
knowledge the many sound points of view in the empir- 
icist theories of language and knowledge, without, how- 
ever, confining either an analysis of language, or of 
knowledge, to an impiricist point of view. 

I should like to acknowledge my gratitude to the 
President of Drew University, Dr. Fred G. Holloway, 
and to the members of the Board of ‘Trustees of the Uni- 
versity, for granting me a leave of absence during which 
I wrote this essay. I should also like to acknowledge my 
indebtedness to Miss Elizabeth Haven of the administra- 
tive staff of the University for her generous help in pre- 
paring the copy. My most grateful acknowledgment goes 
to my parents who have provided me with every condi- 
tion conducive to undisturbed study. 


Ben F. Kimpel 
Drew University, 
Madison, New Jersey. 


LANGUAGE ANALYSIS AS A MODERN FETISH 


AN ALMOST pathological anxiety to save one’s self 
from being accused of error in belief is expressed today 
in an awesome attitude toward symbolic logic and toward 
pure mathematics as one development within symbolic 
logic. Logic and mathematics are regarded by many 
educated individuals today as they were regarded by 
Descartes and his followers three hundred years ago. 
They are looked upon by them as the rock of intellectual 
security, which above all other human possessions is free 
from error. 

But this widespread attitude not only reveals a desire 
to avoid error in belief. It also reveals an ignorance of 
the nature of logic and mathematics. 

Mathematics as a strictly formal system is a manipula- 
tion of language symbols. It is a substitution of one sym- 
bol for another, according to rules of interchange. As a 
formal system, therefore, mathematical expressions have 
“sense only’, and ‘“‘no nominata’’. (1) That is, they name 
nothing. They are symbols whose meaning can be trans- 
lated by other symbols, but none of the symbols has sig- 
nificance in referring to any non-symbolic reality. Ac- 
cording to this point of view, mathematics is a manipula- 
tion of language symbols according to the rules of a 
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specialized language itself, for the purpose only of show- 
ing how consistent one can be with his own rules. 

That this is a difficult performance, no one would 
deny. But, when the method of mathematics so conceived 
is dogmatically declared to be the only philosophical 
function of language which is entitled to respect, then 
more than a philosophy of language is involved: the 
entire character of one’s life becomes affected. 

If language is not a means for expressing interpreta- 
tions of reality, and is no more than a means for designat- 
ing how language is to be used according to a system of 
rules, then all metaphysical philosophy, including theol- 
ogy, has the status only of a verbal system. But even 
though every step in a mathematical system may be ac- 
counted for by the rules of mathematical grammar, it is 
certainly dogmatic in the extreme to generalize from this 
fact to the philosophical principle that language can be 
accurately used only for purely deductive purposes. 

It is, however, essential for an understanding of the 
nature of some highly specialized developments within 
mathematics, such as calculus, to recognize that “the 
symbols of mathematics are . . . symbols either of other 
symbols or of operations with symbols.” (2) That much 
of mathematics can be accounted for by this interpreta- 
tion, no one may deny. But that it is an analysis of the 
nature of every aspect of mathematics is another matter. 

If for example, an individual extends one finger 
after another, the order of the sequence is an order in 
which one event or item is added to another. After these 
operations have been counted, they constitute a sum, 
and from this sum, one may in turn take away, or sub- 
tract. And further, if there is a unit in terms of which 
one wants to count this sum, he divides the sum by the 
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unit. These simple operations do not by any means ac- 
count for the highly specialized developments of mathe- 
matics, but the highly specialized developments also do 
not constitute any evidence whatsoever that non-language 
Operations are not designated by mathematical sym- 
bols. (3) 

Many mathematical systems, to be sure, cannot be 
accounted for by any reference to events in daily ex- 
perience, and that part of mathematics which cannot be 
traced to elementary activities in daily experience may 
be explained, as some logicians explain it, as a derivation 
from logic, or as one instance of the use of pure logic. 
But, in so far as any connotation of number is derived 
from the elementary operations of counting, adding, sub- 
tracting, and dividing, number itself is not purely a 
logical rule. It is rather a term whose sense is at least 
partially derived from non-symbolic, or non-language 
experience. 

A most obvious fact with which one is confronted in 
the analysis of language is that there were experiences 
before there were symbols to designate them. It is, there- 
fore, high handed to look back upon life from the vantage 
point of the most abstract of formal systems, and repudiate 
any common ancestry in the practical uses of symbolism. 

When every branch of learning, therefore, is brought 
under a single category of symbolism, and all symbolism 
is assumed to be a manipulating of signs according to 
rules, then it is obvious that language has only one func- 
tion in every branch of so-called knowledge. It is a purely 
analytical function. Every expression in mathematics, in 
science, in philosophy, and in theology would then be 
particular instances of the manipulation of language signs 
according to the rules of language formation. When this 
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interpretation of the nature of symbolism, and the func- 
tions of symbolism, trickles down into minds insufficient- 
ly acquainted with the phenomena of language itself, 
it is no wonder that religious beliefs are treated with the 
same amusement as many sophisticated moderns treat 
the geometry of Euclid, and the physics of Newton. But 
when one understands more of the nature of language, 
and the particular uses to which it was put in the geome- 
try of Euclid, and in the physics of Newton, he is prepared 
to respect these justifiably time-honored achievements 
of the human mind, and is also more ready to rethink 
the function of language in religious life. 

As a matter of fact, if all geometries are only a matter 
of language conventions, and basic to astronomy is such 
a purely arbitrary geometry, then the sophisticated 
modern should not speak of Copernicus with such appro- 
bation, and should not reject with such finality the 
astronomy of Ptolemy. For according to a sophisticated 
philosophy of language, as mere conventional manipula- 
tion of signs which point to nothing beyond the signs 
themselves, it would make no difference whatsoever 
whether we were to say “the earth rotates’, or “the 
heavens revolve’. If there is no criterion by which a 
language statement must be judged except the rules of 
language-formation itself, then Ptolemy is every bit as 
sound as Copernicus, and the much heralded discrediting 
of Aristotle’s cosmology turns out to be not so much a 
mark of the renaissance of modern thought, as it does to 
be “much ado about nothing”. 

One of the serious tasks today confronting an intel- 
ligent individual is not only to understand the nature of 
language with its interpretative function. It is also to 
develop his capacities for interpreting the complex real- 
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ity in which he lives, so that even within the limits of 
language, he may affirm significant propositions. This 1s 
not only an academic responsibility. It is also a moral 
responsibility in the knowledge-quest of human life. 

Statements, obviously, which do not conform to the 
rules of conventional language-formation do not meet 
the requirements of language-use. But when a statement 
violates no rule of language, there is no way whatever to 
invoke a rule of language for discrediting the statement. 
The only statements which can be discredited by rules 
of language are statements which violate these rules, and 
when they do not, an analyst of language has no right to 
pass judgment upon them, since they are not within his 
province. 

What is within the province of an analyst of language 
is language, and then only in so far as a particular in- 
stance of language either conforms to, or violates, the 
rules of language formation. 


(lv The rules of language stipulate conditions for a state- 
“ment of thought; not for thinking. 


“The criterion of thinkability’” (4), therefore, is not 
in the possession of any analyst of language. ‘The rules 
of language stipulate conditions for the statement of 
thought, and only if there were no thought unless stated 
in language would the rules of language also stipulate 
the limits of “thinkability”. But rules of language do not 
perform this function. Their function is much more 
modest: they stipulate conditions only of expressibility. 
Expressibility in language, however, is one thing: think- 
ability is another. 

Rules for expressing thought in language-form have 
developed out of the use of language, but uses of language 
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preceded a formulation of rules. It is therefore a strange 
inversion of order to suppose that all language which has 
been developed to express thought, should when formal- 
ized into a formal discipline, as logic, or grammar, be 
cited as the authority by which thought itself is discred- 
ited for not confining itself to such forms. Yet, this is 
just what is proposed when one presumes to pass judg- 
ment upon the limits of thinkability by citing the rules 
of language. Within the purely formal principles of logic, _ 
many statements can be made: and it is not possible to 
ascertain which of these statements is warranted by a 
criterion other than internal consistency. A statement 
which contradicts itself must indeed be rejected as illog- 
ical, but when a proposition is not self-contradictory, 
it is not logic, or a method of logical analysis, which may 
pass judgment upon its warrantability. In other words, 
by means of the formal rules of logic alone, one is not 
able to ascertain which statement affirms “a possible 
state of affairs’. 

For the individual, therefore, who proposes to use 
language as a means for expressing an interpretation of 
a reality other than language, more than grammatical 
proficiency and logical aptitude are necessary. One must 
have an interpretation to express, and this requirement 
cannot be fulfilled by a knowledge of grammar, or by a 
knowledge of logic. 

When it is said, therefore, that “the only method of 
philosophy” is discovering by language analysis ‘‘the 
meaning of propositions’’ (5), the function of philosophy 
is so circumscribed that it could never be open to the 
accusation of error in judgment. Although this prescrip- 
tion of the function of philosophy is a way to save one’s 
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face, it is also a way of reducing philosophy to a trivial 
status in human life. 

If, however, one is interested in knowing something 
about the nature of the context in which he lives, and not 
only everything about the language he uses, he must 
employ language for its informative function. Although 
language may be used to designate the sense of words, it 
may also be used to state an interpretation of a reality 
which is other than language. A use of language to state 
an interpretation of the various orders of existence in 
which one lives is then indeed contributing to “empir- 
ical’ knowledge. 


2. Language may state an interpretation of a non-linguts- 
tic reality, and so express an empirical knowledge-claim. 


That language may in some way contribute to empir- 
ical knowledge is, of course, an assumption. But it 1s also 
an assumption that it cannot. If one, therefore, is not 
to spend his life in this senseless charge and counter- 
charge of dogmatism, he might make real progress in the 
achievements of knowledge by recognizing that all inter- 
pretations express points of view, or are based on presup- 
positions, and the point of view which one regards as 
most defensible is the presupposition basic to his philos- 
ophy. Everyone who ventures an interpretation, and not 
merely an affirmation of the sense with which he uses a 
term, presupposes something not only about language, but 
also about a reality other than language. When, however, 
one believes that there is a reality other than language, 
he is not content to limit himself to an analysis only of 
language statements. Yet, such limitation is demanded by 
contemporary theories of language which presuppose 
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the empiricist premise as the one bedrock of philosoph- 
ical procedure. 


3. What is modern in philosophical analysis is the devel- 
opment of symbolic techniques. 


An emphasis upon an analysis of language is not, 
however, unique to contemporary philosophy. What is a 
characteristic of much contemporary philosophy is the 
insistence that the primary concern in philosophy is the 
clarification of the meaning of statements, rather than 
interpreting the nature of a reality other than language. 
The task of philosophy, therefore, according to much 
contemporary analysis, is to clarify the meaning of state- 
ments, and according to this interpretation, the function 
of philosophy is purely an operation upon language. 

Although everyone is aware that no significant dis- 
course is possible unless there is some common under- 
standing of terms, an agreement, nevertheless, upon terms 
is something more than a courtesy among individuals 
who propose to engage in discourse. An agreement upon 
the sense of a term is also an agreement in the interpre- 
tation of some “given”, which in non-academic life 1s 
very often a non-language reality. 

The fertility of the mind, however, in substituting one 
expression for another was never before as fully appre- 
ciated as it has been in the last decades when symbolic 
logic has required more and more volumes to do it 
justice. But the very understanding of what symbolic 
logic proposes to do, makes one aware that an increase 
of language expressions is not necessarily an extension 
of the scope of knowledge-claims. An entire logic might 
be developed by operating upon the sense with which a 
very few symbols are used in discourse, as for example, 
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a complete analysis of what is meant when one says “work 
and pray’, rather than “work or pray’, might itself con- 
sume as much space in print as the great Swmma Theo- 
logica of St. Thomas Aquinas. 

Whereas, however, Aquinas proposed for his Summa 
the entire range of existence, many modern analysts of 
language limit the range of their philosophizing to the 
sense with which a few symbols are used. ‘Thus one note- 
worthy mark of achievement in language analysis is the 
ability to say more and more about less and less. Accord- 
ing to this ideal of philosophy, the system which could 
eliminate all but a very few symbols, and so state in terms 
of these few what had been stated previously by the use 
‘of many more, represents the ultimate goal of intellectual 
achievement. 

That this is an achievement, no one would deny. The 
ability to carry on an extended discourse on the expanded 
sense of a few symbols is a skill which should not be 
depreciated. But a skill in reducing the number of terms 
employed in any discourse should not be construed to be 
a reduction in the range of reality which confronts an 
individual interested in interpreting more than symbols. 

Symbolic logic is a manifestation of the clarity of 
thinking which is possible within a very restricted seg- 
ment of experience. But the range of experience within 
which symbolic logic achieves its luxuriant growth con- 
sists of symbols only, and an analysis of the sense of sym- 
bols in terms of symbols is symbolic logic. Symbolic logic 
is one development within language analysis: it is an ap- 
plication of the principles of language analysis to a very 
restricted range of language. That such restriction is an 
academic accomplishment no one would deny, and no 
one would deny that it is a feat of the mind to be able 
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to write copiously upon a fraction of a fragment of experi- 
ence. But talented as such a demonstration of intelligence 
is, it is not the only way to manifest intelligence. 

If an individual has a highly specialized skill in exph- 
cating the sense of a few symbols, the confinement of his 
talents to this scope of interest is psychologically signifi- 
cant, but not metaphysically significant. The range of an 
individual’s interest is not an index to the range of exist- 
ence. One might know everything there is to know about 
a few symbols in language, but such an achievement of 
intelligence should never pass into a dogmatism which 
denies the existence of other objects of interest. 

If the expanded sense of a symbol is the goal of lan- 
guage analysis, then an analyst should be perfectly clear 
about what he claims information. His information is 
about the sense of language signs, and if there were 
nothing more in existence than such symbols, only a 
relatively few logicians would possess the much envied 
warrant to speak authoritatively. But if existence is not 
exhausted by symbols, then it is unwarranted for anyone 
to presume that the criterion of philosophical competency 
is set by the logician. 

Life is complex indeed, and there may legitimately 
be many interests in many different types of reality. An 
analysis of language is interested in one reality: it is the 
accurate use of language to state the meaning of language. 
But if language can be used to express an interpretation 
of a reality other than language, it is dogmatic to insist 
that the only philosophical function of language is to 
clarify the meaning of language itself. 

A language sign can be interpreted in language only 
by means of language. But after this has been acknowl- 
edged, nothing whatever has been said about anything 
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which is other than language. Yet, the amazement for 
what can be said about a few symbols accounts for 
a sophisticated people having almost the primitive’s 
awe for language. Most of the cause for this awe, how- 
ever,-in language analysis is fabricated by the analysis 
itself. As Bertrand Russell remarks, “The purely logical 
analysis of ‘Dogs bark’ soon reaches complexities which 
make it incredible that ordinary folk can seem to under- 
stand anything so remote (and) mysterious.” (6) 

An analysis of a statement may be complex, but the 
complex analysis does not increase the complexity of the 
statement analyzed. It is the analysis which is complex, 
but its complexity is not an index to the structure of the 
analyzed statement, or of the thought expressed in the 
simple statement. Anyone who has proficiency with a 
musical instrument, for example, is able to take a phrase 
of music and spin out variation after variation until well- 
nigh the infinite series itself of such operations seems 
to have transpired before the feat comes to a close. But 
no musically sensitive ear confuses this demonstration 
of endurance with musical creativity. A musician is a true 
artist not by his capacity to drive a simple phrase to 
death, but rather by his ability to create phrases with 
vitality, and integrate them into a composition. The 
vitality of music is the musical content; not the technique 
of expressing the same figure over and over again in so 
many ways that there are no more combinations possible 
within the limits of audible octaves. This exhibition of 
skill as a substitute for creativity, is, however, too often 
the genius of language analysis itself. 

Just as ‘‘variations on a theme” may continue on and 
on until the range of musical enjoyment itself constricts 
to one pattern of sound, so an analysis of language may 
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go on and on, until one believes that nothing else exists 
except the explication of one symbol in terms of other 
symbols. 3 

As all skills, language analysis, Professor Whitehead 
has said, has ‘“‘a tendency to run wild’, so that péople 
“can easily be overwhelmed by . . . symbolic accessories.” 
(7) Individuals who develop skills are often tempted to 
over-use their skills, and as Ogden and Richards have 
declared, ‘““The ablest logicians are precisely those who 
are led to evolve the most fantastic systems by the aid 
of their verbal techniques.” (8) 

But too often an operation upon a statement does not 
even clarify the meaning of the statement: it rather cre- 
ates other statements more difficult to comprehend than 
the one which it sought to clarify. 

There are indeed many statements which need no 
commentary. They already have a meaning clear to any- 
one who is able to use language well enough to propose 
another statement to explicate it. When such is the case, 
the office of language analysis is officious. But it is the 
same Officious service which is too often performed by 
those having little which is significant to say, and yet 
having many words with which to say something. This is 
“the poverty of human understanding copious in words” 
of which St. Augustine speaks. (9) 

Language may be used to state an interpretation of 
a reality other than language, and it may also be used to 
state an interpretation of the statement of the interpre- 
tation. To interpret a reality other than language, how- 
ever, one must have some understanding of a reality other 
than language. Yet, even though one does not have such 
understanding, he may, nevertheless, have an aptitude 
to interpret language itself. A knowledge-claim to the 
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nature of a reality other than language should, therefore, 
never be confused with a knowledge of language. Even 
if one were to know everything about language, he would 
know only the nature of one of the instruments which 
man has developed to express his interpretation. 
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AN ANALYSIS OF LANGUAGE AS A STUDY 
OF GRAMMAR 


WHEREAS logic has often been regarded in the history 
of philosophy as a set of conditions essential for thinking, 
it is more and more regarded as a system of rules stipulat- 
ing language uses. Instead of regarding the law of ex- 
cluded middle, for example, as a necessary condition for 
thinking, it is looked upon as an agreement that whatever 
is not designated by one term, shall be designated by its 
negative. According to this modern point of view, the 
logical principle of excluded middle does not designate 
the manner in which it is necessary to think. It merely 
stipulates one of the ways in which it is possible to ex- 
press thinking. Whatever, for example, is not classified 
as ‘“‘white’’ must be classified as ‘non-white’, but the 
necessity in this case is simply the necessity to conform 
to what one says. 

Thus the “law of excluded middle” according to this 
point of view expresses an agreement about the use of a 
symbol to designate a single term of discourse, and the 
use of its negation to designate every other item of dis- 
course. 

But after this much has been said, it may also be said 
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that more than language conforms to this principle. Non- 
linguistic experience likewise conforms to the pattern of 
this principle. An individual, for example, either is on 
a train when it leaves a station, or he is not. Even if he 
used no language to express his dismay when coming to 
a station after a train had gone, he would, nevertheless, 
be confronted by the fact that he did not get on the train. 
One need not be a specialist in language to recognize that 
there is a mutual exclusiveness in experiences as well as 
in the senses of language symbols, and one need never 
use language, and still act in accordance with the prin- 
ciple of excluded middle. But one couldn’t talk about 
any act without conforming to the principle as a “‘rule 
of language use’’. 

Whatever is said, if it is intelligible, is stated in con- 
formity to the principle of excluded middle as a rule 
of language. But an interpretation of experience, even 
if not stated in language, nevertheless, conforms to the 
same pattern. The very maxim of common sense, for 
example, that “one cannot have his cake and eat it too” 
is a lesson learned far below the level of linguistic apti- 
tude. An experience is what it is by virtue of its otherness 
from all that it is not, and if anything is distinguishable 
in experience from everything else in experience, such 
distinction is an instance of the excluded middle. 

What has been said about the excluded middle may 
also be said about the other two traditional “laws” or 
“principles”: identity, and non-contradiction. 

A symbol has language significance only when it desig- 
nates an item in the realm of discourse which is distin- 
euishable from other items. If no feature within experi- 
ence could be distinguished from other features, there 
would be no occasion for language. In such a context, 
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only the extreme mystic would be at home: everything 
would be an undifferentiated totality. 

But thinking is distinguishing, and whatever is dis- 
tinguishable has some identity. Yet, if more than sym- 
bols constitute the sum total of reality, then it is dogmatic 
to maintain that the principle of identity is only a pre- 
scription for the use of language. It is this; but it is also 
more than this. 

The agreement to use a symbol in only one way 
would indeed be inconsistent with the practice of using it 
in another way. Such inconsistency indeed “is something 
which can be located only in discourse.” (1) Yet, the 
same may not be said about the principle of excluded 
middle, and the principle of identity. If there is anything 
whose identity is its own property, then the principle of 
identity is not only a condition for the use of language: 
it is also an interpretation of a feature of a non-linguistic 
reality. 

The analysis of language today has developed into a 
highly skilled autonomous science. As such, it has become 
a set of principles sufficient to stipulate all the operations 
which may be performed upon symbols internal to a sym- 
bolic system, and a complete analysis of the meaning of 
statements in a symbolic system is a set of logical infer- 
ences which constitute the full meaning of the state- 
ments. Thus the ideal of logical thinking is restating a 
proposition in as many ways as it is linguistically possible 
to do so, without affirming more than is already asserted 
in the original statement. To be strictly logical, therefore, 
one need not think about some non-linguistic reality: he 
need think consistently only about a statement. 

No matter what a statement may affirm, it is possible 
to be consistent with it. Even if a statement is a trivial 
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tautology, it is, nevertheless, possible to restate it in 
many ways. The meaning of such restatements would, 
however, be no less trivial than the meaning of the orig- 
inal. Yet, trivial as such restatements may be, they none- 
theless constitute a superior specimen of logical thinking. 
Hence an individual’s thinking may be thoroughly log- 
ical if he knows nothing whatsoever other than the rules 
for restating what has already been stated, and if all 
restatements of statements are according to the rules of 
warranted inference, thinking is completely logical. In 
performing this logical feat, one does, as has been said, 
to perfection what any “automatic thinking-machine’”’ (2) 
would do if set to perform a specific number of operations 
in a specific way without any deviation whatsoever. 

Yet, such a machine would no more have a capacity 
to comment upon the utility of its invention than a “‘com- 
pletely logical’ individual would have to comment upon 
the truth-character of the proposition from which he 
thinks. One could be a master of logical thinking, and 
know nothing of science, of history, or of anything else; 
provided only he had the skill to think within the limits 
of a thought expressed in a statement. When, for example, 
the conjunctive ‘‘and”’ is used to affirm that two compo- 
nents in a statement must be thought together, a logical 
analysis of this connective becomes an exhaustive state- 
ment of all that may, and may not, be said if one is to 
remain in accord with the stated meaning. Since the state- 
ment affirms both, one may not then affirm that it is 
either one or the other. If one were to presume the option 
of one or the other of the affirmed components, he simply 
would not ‘‘know’”’ the linguistic operation designated by 
a conjunctive. His linguistic activity would be “illog- 
ical”. It would be illogical because it is grammatically 


17 


- RELIGIOUS FAITH, LANGUAGE, AND KNOWLEDGE 


incorrect to identify these two statements. The affirma- 
tion, for example, that “man must work and pray” means 
that both components of the statement must be taken 
together. When this is aflirmed, it is also afhrmed that one 
does not have the option “either to work or to pray”. 

A concern with the rules of language, by means of 
which one remains consistent with a given statement, 
exhausts the concern of logic. But when logic is construed 
to be a grammar of language, it is not concerned with 
the “truth-character” of a statement which interprets a 
non-language reality. The so-called “‘science of logic”, 
therefore, is a systematic enumeration only of the opera- 
tions which may be performed upon a statement of a cer- 
tain form. The principles for forming the initial state- 
ment are rules of ordinary grammar, and the principles 
for operating upon the statement in order to remain 
consistent with it are rules of formal logic. 

Thus formal logic is regarded in modern language 
analysis as a specialized interpretation of grammar, and 
the function of grammar is simply to facilitate language 
use. But if experiences were never interpreted in a lan- 
guage-form, there would be no occasion for grammar, 
and so no practical need for logic. The practical function 
of logic is to facilitate the use of language, but when 
the ideal of all language-use is logical analysis, the prac- 
tical function of language is completely ignored, and the 
scope of philosophy itself becomes confined to a study of 
grammar. This, however, is not a method of language 
analysis: it is a dogmatic judgment upon the nature of 
what is philosophically significant for analysis, and such 
a presumption is entirely outside the warranted function 
of any method of language analysis. As a dogmatic phil- 
osophy, it passes judgment not upon itself as a method; 
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but rather upon itself as the content of philosophically 
significant thought. 


1. A contemporary point of view ts that truth ts a fea- 
ture simply of language. 


A statement which expresses an interpretation of a 
reality other than discourse is, however, “‘true’’ by a cri- 
terion which is not within the scope of language analysis. 
The conditions which make a statement “‘true”’ by virtue 
of information of a non-language reality are not rules 
of language. 

The term “truth”, therefore, is used today in two 
entirely different senses, and in order to avoid ambi- 
guity, some analysts of language have maintained that 
truth is a property of a statement determined by the 
rules of grammar alone; and not by virtue of an inter- 
pretation expressed as the meaning of a statement. When 
truth, however, is used in this sense as the only legitimate 
sense, dogmatism displaces analysis, and becomes itself 
a metaphysic. It presumes to know that there is no inter- 
pretation possible of any reality other than language 
itself. But this, of course, is to presume that one knows 
something about the nature of everything. 

Truth is a property of a statement, but a statement 
has the property of truth only by virtue of the interpre- 
tation it expresses. If a statement articulates an interpre- 
tation of another statement, it is the linguistic reality 
which determines whether the interpretation is informed. 
If, however, the statement expresses an informed inter- 
pretation of a non-language reality, it is the nature of this 
other-than-language reality which determines the truth 
of the statement. 

If truth is a property of a statement which expresses 
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an informed interpretation, then statements which are 
logically inferred from other statements may be said to 
be true, as well as statements which express interpreta- 
tions of a reality which is other than language. “Truth” 
as a property of a statement which expresses an informed 
interpretation is thus inclusive enough to be applied to 
a purely formal system, such as logic or calculus; and also 
to a system which is not entirely formal, such as a physical 
science, or a theology. 

The sense of truth as logical validity, therefore, differs 
in no respect from the sense of truth as a property of an 
informed statement in the physical sciences. As a pro- 
perty of a statement which expresses an informed inter- 
pretation, the term “truth” is applicable to an inference 
from another statement, as well as to a statement which 
is not an inference from another statement. 

According to this use of the term “truth”, it is not 
necessary to distinguish between truth as a property of 
a statement which follows according to the rules of a 
formal system, and the truth of a statement which inter- 
prets a non-language reality. If the statement of an inter- 
pretation of sensory data, for example, afhrms features 
of sensory experience, so that in the statement one is 
informed of the experience, then the statement is true. 

Truth as a property of a statement therefore is 
determined by the adequacy of an interpretation which 
is expressed in language. What is determined by rules 
of language is the formation of a statement which ex- 
presses an interpretation. } 

It would be impossible for anyone to understand a 
statement unless he were aware of the rules according to 
which terms are used. But after understanding the rules 
of a language, an individual is informed of something 
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other than the formation of a statement when he inter- 
prets a true statement. If a statement is true by the cri- 
terion of the adequacy of an interpretation it expresses, 
then it is capable of informing another, not only about 
the interpretation, but also about what is interpreted. 

Language is one instrument for expressing an inter- 
pretation, but language is not the only reality which is 
known. Yet, when it is maintained that language is all 
that is known, it obviously follows that the only possible 
object of philosophical study must be language, and 
nothing else. When, therefore, this is maintained, the 
sense of “‘truth” is confined to a property of statements, 
determined exclusively by rules of sentence formation. 

So far as it goes, this very widespread interpretation 
is sound, but it expresses only a part of an analysis of 
language-functions. Language is an instrument for ex- 
pressing interpretations. Yet, interpretations in human 
life are not all confined to the way language terms are 
used. Interpretations of realities other than language are 
also expressed by means of language. Thus when it is 
maintained that language is the only object of which 
knowledge may be claimed, one merely expresses a pre- 
ference to study language according to the rules of con- 
ventional language-use. Although this is certainly one 
object of possible study, it is, nevertheless, sheer dogma- 
tism to maintain that language has no interpretative or 
“philosophical function” other than stating an analysis of 
language. 

Yet, even this widespread contemporary dogmatism 
is nothing new in the history of philosophy. It is as old 
as the Academy. Aristotle criticized the Academy for its 
preoccupation with a study of language, as if language 
itself were the only reality to be philosophically inter- 
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preted. He declared that “mathematics has been turned 
by our present day thinkers into the whole of philosophy, 
in spite of their declaration that it ought to be studied 
for the sake of something further.” (3) This, however, is 
not a criticism of Plato: it is a criticism of those who with 
less to say than Plato, confine themselves entirely to a 
study of language. Yet, this is a phenomenon common 
within philosophy: when men have no interpretation to 
articulate either of life, or of the world in which they live, 
they turn upon language itself. 

Salutary as a study of language may be, it is also a 
symptom: it is a symptom that the wells of vitality in 
philosophy are drying up, even though the skills for a 
manipulation of language are not. Yet, when skills per- 
sist, although insight does not, philosophy, as well as the 
rest of human life, spiritually perishes. 

Plato, fortunately, did not limit his philosophy to 
an analysis of language. He believed that, important as 
a knowledge of language is, there are other objects which 
can be known which are even more significant in man’s 
life than a knowledge of all conceivable linguistic mi- 
nutiae. An ability to use language is, according to Plato, 
simply one condition for philosophy: it is not, however, 
equivalent to all philosophy. Plato endeavoured to express 
in language his interpretations of human life and the 
_world in which man lives; and an interpretation of these 
other-than-language realities is for him the objective of 
philosophical analysis. Hence, he declares that knowl- 
edge of language is merely a ‘‘prelude to the hymn which 
has to be learned’. (4) 

When anyone has a point of view to express, he 
must, of course, first learn the language with which he 
proposes to express his point of view. But if he maintains 
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that all of his beliefs are confined to an information 
about the rules of language itself, he merely designates 
that the exclusive object of his interest is grammar. To 
presume, however, that one declares something about the 
limits of language when he merely expresses his prefer- 
ence for study is pure dogmatism. 

Yet, one of the common expressions of this very dog- 
matism is the position that the only differences in philos- 
ophies are differences in statements. ‘This current point 
of view is the philosophy of Conventionalism. It affirms 
that nothing should be claimed as knowledge in science, 
religion, or philosophy except language-uses or conven- 
tions. 

Language is indeed a convention. But certain linguis- 
tic conventions have evolved to express interpretations 
of realities other than language. Yet, when it is main- 
tained as a philosophical dogma that only language-con- 
ventions can be known, it is obvious that the scope of 
all possible knowledge, and all warranted knowledge- 
claims, is delimited to an analysis of language-forms. 

When, however, it is maintained that the only object 
which can be known is language, one is not analyzing 
language. He is affirming a dogmatic knowledge-claim 
known as Nominalism. ‘The point of view of the “New 
Nominalism”’ is that the designative function of language 
is exhausted within language itself: that is, “designation” 
is a purely formal term. ‘The argument of the New Nom- 
inalists is that the significance of every language-term 
is exhausted in the medium of language itself. Hence, 
even the term “‘designate’”’ has only a linguistic signifi- 
cance, and does not indicate a reference to a reality 
beyond language. 

This certainly is pressing a point as far as consistency 
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can go. But the price of this consistency is the use of lan- 
guage to deny that there is any other function for lan- 
guage to perform except to speak about itself. Such pre- 
occupation with itself is not, however, the function which 
language performs outside of philosophical analysis; and 
important as analysis is, it is after all only one aspect of 
human experience, and it expresses only one use of lan- 
guage. 

When the term “‘designation’”’ is limited to a purely 
formal function, as it is in the New Nominalism, all 
statements are true or false “in a purely formal sense’. 
This means that the only criterion by which their truth- 
character can be assessed is rules of language-use. 

That the rules of language must be appealed to in 
order to pass judgment upon a use of language, no one 
would deny. What may, however, be denied is that a 
statement formed according to language rules is meaning- 
ful only by the criterion of grammar. If every statement 
can be “decidable on purely formal grounds” (5) then 
there is no experience which has scientific, or philos- 
ophical, or religious significance other than linguistic 
experience itself. ‘To maintain this, however, is certainly 
dogmatic. 


2. Another contemporary point of view is that empirical 
sciences are simply instances of formal deduction. 


One very widespread tendency in the modern inter- 
pretation of language is to consider pure mathematics 
as the norm of all language-uses. Hence the conditions 
which prescribe the formation of a mathematical system 
are looked upon as the sufficient conditions for prescrib- 
ing all language-uses in the sciences. But a mathematical 
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system, such as calculus, however, does not provide an 
exhaustive analysis of the nature of language. It provides 
only an analysis of one specialized use of language. Hence, 
when mathematics is regarded as the “‘ideal’’ of lan- 
guage-use, the very norm of language-use becomes a false 
clue for the analysis of language in the physical sciences. 

A mathematical system is an internally consistent set 
of deductions from statements which are “given’’. ‘These 
“given” statements stipulate the scope within which 
thinking must be confined, and a complete analysis of 
them is the ideal of mathematics as a formal system. But 
physical science does not consist only of an interpreta- 
tion of symbols: it uses symbols to express interpretations 
of non-symbolic reality. Symbols are known, but in so far 
as they designate interpretations of a reality which is 
other than symbols, the symbols are not the only objects 
which are known. The interpretations also are known, 
and if these interpretations are informed of the nature 
of the non-symbolic reality, then the symbolic statements 
are true. 

An interpretation of a non-symbolic reality as a point 
of view may be stated symbolically. But the point of 
view is not an arbitrary language convention. Language 
symbols with a sense, which is determined by convention, 
are used to express a point of view which is not always 
determined by convention. 

Thus, two entirely different types of knowledge are 
presupposed in stating points of view in science. One is 
a knowledge of the sense of symbols. The other 1s a know- 
ledge of an interpretation which one proposes to express 
by means of symbols. 

Symbols in physical science, for example, are selected 
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on the basis of the correspondence of their sense to the 
interpretation of a non-symbolic reality. ‘This, however, 
is not the rule of procedure in any strictly formal system, 
as mathematics. A formal system is the deductive elabo- 
ration of a set of postulates, and the postulates specify 
what may be thought within the system. If the postulates 
state a significant addition to knowledge, a deductive 
analysis of them adds to knowledge. But if the postulates 
are trivial, a deductive elaboration of them is no less 
trivial. 

When the ideal of language, therefore, is a formal 
deductive system, the ideal of language even in physical 
sciences then becomes statements which assert interpre- 
tation only of language-uses. The advances, however, 
which have been made in the history of science are mani- 
festations of the fruitfulness of interpretations of a reality 
other than language. Logical consistency within a deduc- 
tive system cannot account for the technological achieve- 
ments resulting from scientific research. Research in the 
physical sciences is an operation upon the structures of 
non-symbolic realities in order to interpret them in terms 
of symbols. But after interpretations have been formu- 

lated, what is stated is not the conventional sense of sym- 
-bols: rather, symbols with sense are selected to express 
interpretations of realities other than symbols. 

The ideal of a purely formal discipline, therefore, 
cannot be proposed as the ideal for an interpretation of 
a reality other than language. It is not an ideal for reli- 
gious interpretations of the divine reality any more than 
it is an ideal for a scientific interpretation of a physical 
reality. Neither a divine reality, which religious faith 
endeavors to interpret, nor a physical reality, whose 
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structure physical science endeavours to understand, are 
language symbols. ‘They are realities other than the sym- 
bols with which interpretations are symbolically ex- 
pressed. 

If there were nothing more to interpret than the 
total senses which have been associated with certain sym- 
bols, obviously an exhaustive enumeration of these senses 
would constitute all that could be known. If the reality 
of God, for example, were as George Santayana affirms, 
nothing more than a “floating literary symbol’ with 
which any sense may be associated, then an enumeration 
of these senses would be an exhaustive analysis of the 
complete nature of God. But this interpretation of the 
reality of God is merely an instance of the dogmatic 
metaphysic that the only reality to which religious faith 
can be directed is itself a product of faith. 

For such a dogmatic subjectivism, an analysis of sym- 
bols as conventions is an analysis of their knowledge- 
value. But a language-symbol is simply a designation for 
a sense, and the sense is not the symbol. ‘The sense of the 
symbol is what the symbol designates. 

When, however, a purely formal system, such as sym- 
bolic logic, or calculus, is looked upon as the norm of all 
language use, language itself is analyzed in accommoda- 
tion to a dogmatic philosophy of language. Hence, when 
the meaning of statements is said to be the only object of 
which knowledge may be claimed, one does not merely 
state a philosophy of language. He also states a theory of 
knowledge. 

To confine warranted knowledge-claims, however, to 
an analysis of language ‘presupposes’, as Kant has point- 
ed out, ‘neither greater reflexion nor deeper insight than 
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to detect in a language the rules of the actual use of 
words generally, and thus to collect elements for a gram- 
mar.’’ (6) 

But this is not a philosophy of language: it is also 
a dogmatic theory of knowledge. It proposes the type of 
reality to which knowledge-claims must be limited. 
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A PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE ANALYSIS 
AS A THEORY OF SCIENTIFIC KNOWLEDGE 


EVERY analysis of language begins with some assump- 
tions about the functions of language. When these as- 
sumptions state what can be known when language is 
used, they constitute a theory of knowledge. 

The transition from a theory of language to a theory 
of knowledge is thus easy. The very ease with which this 
transition occurs accounts for the fact that when a method 
of language analysis is stated as a philosophy of language, 
it becomes a philosophy of knowledge. 

A philosophy of language is not merely an analysis 
of what is affirmed in language: it is rather a statement 
of what may be the affirmed in language. This difference 
is very great. It is the difference between a method of 
acquiring information about what is stated, and a theory 
about what is known when one understands a statement. 

A statement may be analyzed in order to clarify its 
meaning. When this is done, the statement itself becomes 
an object of knowledge. But if such an analysis is the 
only philosophically warranted knowledge, obviously 
nothing more may be claimed as knowledge than the 
meaning of statements. Such an analysis is an operation 
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upon language, and according to contemporary Logical 
Empiricism, knowledge is confined to an analysis of lan- 
guage expressions. When every statement, therefore, 
which may be inferred from a given statement is known, 
one has exhausted the range of warranted knowledge- 
claims. 

As was pointed out in the last chapter, Kant declared 
that a complete knowledge of the forms of statements 
“presupposes neither greater reflexion nor deeper insight 
than to detect in a language the rules for the actual use 
of words.” (1) This could be said by any logical empir- 
icist, although Kant is not a logical empiricist. According 
to Kant, the forms of statements do not have their origin 
in experience. The logical empiricists, on the other hand, 
maintain that they do. | 

Kant maintains that when we exhaustively know the 
structure of our statements, we know the structure of 
the human “mind”. He argues that although our state- 
ments may vary according to the peculiarities of partic- 
ular experiences, there is no variability in the basic 
forms of statements which can be affirmed: these forms 
are constant, and an analysis of them constitutes the only 


“universally valid’ knowledge which may philosophi- 
cally be defended. 


1. Kant’s analysis of language-forms ts a theory of scten- 
tific knowledge. 


What we know, according to Kant, are the forms in 
which all claims to knowledge are asserted. These are the 
forms of ‘‘our cognition”, and they inform us of the na- 
ture of “the cognitive faculty”. (2) In knowing these, 
we may not therefore assume that we are informed of 
anything external to them. That there is some reality 
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external to our organized experiences, Kant does not 
doubt; he merely denies the warrant to claim any knowl- 


edge of it. 


2. Kant does not discredit the realistic hypothesis: he 
affirms the dualistic theory of knowledge. 


Experiences, according to Kant, do not “represent 
things as they are in themselves’ (3), and so the “peculiar 
way in which we think... must be clearly distinguished 
from an insight into the objects themselves.” (4) 

This distinction, however, which Kant makes is un- 
warranted on empiricist grounds. It is pure dogmatism 
to maintain that none of our experiences offer “‘an insight 
into the objects” as they exist apart from our sensibility. 
This denial is, in fact, merely a logical deduction from 
the presupposition of the duality of objects as organized 
experiences, and as objects existing apart from experi- 
ence. What Kant infers from his presupposition is logi- 
cally sound, but the warrant for his dualistic presupposi- 
tion is a different matter: and it is not a matter of logic. 

That there is something other than organized experi- 
ence, and other than the a priori conditions for organ- 
izing experience, Kant does not deny. He denies only 
that we can know anything of any reality which exists 
external to experience. But this cannot be known on 
empirical grounds. We know the forms of our statements 
by analyzing our statements. But there is no basis what- 
ever, either in logic or in a theory of knowledge, to main- 
tain as dogmatically as Kant does, that in knowing such 
forms we know nothing of any realities existing apart 
from them. 

It is sheer dogmatism, for example, to maintain that 
the spatial pattern in which experiences are organized 
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“is not at all a quality of things.” (5) That there may 
be no acquaintance in experience with the structure of 
a reality existing apart from experience is possible; but 
that there is no such acquaintance, is something which 
we cannot know. 

The dogmatic position of Kant is two-edged. By the 
same point of view according to which he affirms that we 
cannot know that our experiences inform us of anything 
existing apart from experience, he must also admit that 
we cannot know that they do not so inform us. If, how- 
ever, there are realities existing apart from experience, 
as Kant assumes there are, it is theoretically possible that 
something of their nature may be known in our experi- 
ence. But Kant denies this. Yet, one may have such 
acquaintance even though he cannot know that he has, 
and cannot verify that he has. Kant, of course, is unable 
to ‘verify’ that there isn’t such acquaintance, just as any- 
one is unable to verify that there is. 

‘The only basis for Kant’s denial of all knowledge of 
a reality transcendent of experience is his dogmatic 
dualistic presupposition. Yet, it is this very presupposi- 
tion which must be challenged on grounds of critical 
empiricism itself. On empirical grounds, it is unwar- 
ranted to maintain that “intuitions . . . never concern 
any other things than objects of our senses.’”’ (6) The only 
grounds for defending such a claim 1s logical consistency. 
If “objects of experiences are themselves experiences; 
and if all we can know are our experiences, we indeed 
know only “objects of experience’. 

But this delimitation of knowledge to such objects 
is a definition of knowledge in terms of “experience’’. 
Knowledge, however, may be defined differently; it may 
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be defined as an acquaintance with the nature of realities 
by means of experience. According to this definition, 
what is known are also “objects of experience’, but the 
meaning of the phrase “‘objects of experience’’ differs 
from Kant’s meaning. 

Yet, more than one point of view is possible in defin- 
ing the nature of knowledge, because more than one 
definition of “‘objects of knowledge’ is possible. In so 
far as Kant is an empiricist, he may maintain that “‘ex- 
perience . . . contain (s) all the objects of our concepts’, 
although from this presupposition it does not follow that 
“beyond it no concepts have any significance.” (7) We 
know our experience, but we do not know that our experi- 
ence informs us of nothing other than experience. 


3. Kant’s theory of knowledge is a dogmatism. 


Kant’s denial of all knowledge of reality transcendent 
of experience does not follow from empiricist assump- 
tions: it follows only from a dogmatic premise that beyond 
experiences, and their organizing forms, nothing 1s 
known. The denial of such knowledge, however, is an 
independent presupposition. It is that “nothing whatever 
can be thought by (the categories) beyond the field of 
experience.” (8) 

It is, nevertheless, possible that there are objects 
existing external to our experiences, something of whose 
nature we are informed of in our experiences. This as- 
sumption, however, cannot be verified by experience, 
since this would appeal to experience to verily a state- 
ment about a nature which is other than experience. But 
because it cannot be verified, Kant concludes it must be 
denied. It is this denial, however, which is unwarranted 
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on the grounds of Kant’s empiricism; and because an- 
other position is possible, which is also consistent with 
empiricism, Kant’s position is dogmatic. 

Kant maintains, for example, that the concept is our 
concept. ‘This is obvious; but what is not equally obvious 
is that because it is our concept, it “necessarily belongs 
to the mere form of experience’. (9) ‘That it may be a 
feature only of experience cannot be denied on the 
grounds of consistent empiricism, and, on the same 
grounds, it cannot be affirmed. But according to Kant, 
number concepts do not inform us of anything beyond 
experience: “the unity of the objects is entirely deter 
mined by the understanding.’ (10) Yet, the insistence of 
Kant upon the “‘entire’’ determination is dogmatic. Even 
though number concepts are “determined by understand- 
ing’, there is no way to know that a reality external to 
understanding does not also have a character which is 
interpreted by our number concepts. It is possible that 
there is an ordered reality existing external to our ex- 
perience which is interpreted by our conceptual order. 
Kant, however, denies this possibility by the affirmation 
that whatever “laws of nature’ we know are only the 
laws which inhere in our understanding. (11) But it 
is possible that in knowing the structure of our experi- 
ences, we also know something of a reality which makes 
an impact upon our capacities for experience. Although 
Kant assumes such a relation to a reality external to ex- 
perience, he, nevertheless, dogmatically denies its knowl- 
edge significance. 

Although one must say that our experiences are our 
experiences, it does not follow that there is no correlation 
between features of experience and features of a reality 
external to experience. Claims to knowledge are experi- 
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ences, and there are no knowledge-claims which are other 
than experiences. In this sense, Kant is certainly war- 
ranted in saying that there is no “knowledge lying beyond 
experience.’ (12) But he may well be challenged for 
his dogmatism in saying that there is no possibility of 
having knowledge of any reality “lying beyond experi- 
ence.” 


4. Kant assumes as warranted a dogmatic rationalistic 
point of view in his empirical analysis. 


Kant was not satisfied with Hume’s analysis as the 
last word in a theory of knowledge of science because 
implied in his analysis is a denial of science, as Kant 
tent’ of empirical statements, he believed, as Hume did 
that particular sensory experiences constitute the “‘con- 
tent” of empirical statements, he believed, as Hume did 
not, that a universal statement about sensory experiences 
is warranted. It is this warrant which he defends by 
assuming that there are forms with which particular 
sensory experiences are organized. ‘These forms, he main- 
tains, are a priori in the sense that they are not derived 
from experience: they are ‘‘necessary’’ conditions for it, 
and as such, precede all experiences. 

As an empiricist, however, Kant assumes that these 
forms can be discovered only by an analysis of organized 
experiences. Although this is an empiricist’s point of 
view, it is a non-empiricist’s dogmatism to maintain that 
the forms discovered by analyzing experiences are the 
only possible forms for organizing experiences. Kant, 
for example, assumes that the categories of Euclidean 
geometry are the only possible concepts in a geometrical 
system. It is, however, a fact that we are learning to think 
in terms of non-Euclidean geometries, and thus are learn- 
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ing that the possible forms for our thinking are not so 
absolute as Kant assumed they are. 

Kant declares that one may “refute” his position 
only “by producing a single synthetical proposition .. . 
which he could prove dogmatically a priovt.”” (13) This, 
of course, is impossible: it is impossible to “prove” in 
experience a statement about the nature of something 
other than experience. Yet, although this assumption 
cannot be “proved” in the sense of being empirically 
“verified”, it does not, by any means, follow that there 
may be no knowledge of a reality external to experience. 
We may assume that some of our experiences acquaint us 
with the nature of realities which are other than our 
experiences, although we cannot verify this assumption. 

The assumption, however, that there may be such a 
knowledge is not even congenial to Kant’s dogmatism. 
As a dogmatic rationalist, who tried also to be an em- 
piricist, Kant rejects the notion of probable knowledge 
as the basis for science or metaphysics, declaring that 
“nothing can be more absurd than . . . to think of 
grounding our judgments upon probability and con- 
jectureaciA) 

There is, however, more than one interpretation of 
science and metaphysics. If both are conceived as systems 
of statements about a reality existing external to the 
statements themselves, it may be assumed that some of 
the statements express an interpretation of it. There is 
no way to demonstrate that they do; but one may have 
knowledge defined as true beliefs, and yet not be able 
to demonstrate that he has such knowledge. 

Kant defines a reality external to experience in such 
a way that it is contradictory to affirm any knowledge- 
claim of it. He defines it as a “thing in itself’? whose 
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nature cannot be known in experience. Obviously it fol- 
lows from the definition itself that “reason does not... 
teach us anything concerning” it. (15) When Kant, 
therefore, speaks of “the object we know’, he means 
“objects of the senses’. But, it is trivial to point out, as 
he does, that “to give them a self-subsisting existence 
apart from experience . . . is merely to represent to our- 
selves that experience actually exists apart from experi- 
ence.” (16) It is obvious that objects which are organized 
experiences do not exist “apart from experience’, and 
to maintain that they do would be a contradiction. Yet, 
it is not a contradiction to maintain that there may be 
objects existing apart from our experiences whose nature 
to some extent may be known in our experiences. 

Since this is an assumption, it cannot be “‘proved”’; 
and to propose “‘proof’’ for such an assumption would be 
unworthy of anyone who understands the nature of a pos- 
tulate. Kant, therefore, creates a straw man, which he 
defeats without difficulty, when he argues that it would 
be “contradictory to say that a mere mode of representa- 
tion exists without our representation.” (17) Surely no 
one who could understand the meaning of a statement 
would deny this. We do know our interpretations, and by 
an analysis of them we can ascertain the basic forms of 
our interpretations. By such an analysis, Kant argues 
that we have knowledge of the “principles” of our think- 
ing. Although this claim to knowledge is consistent em- 
piricism, it is nevertheless inconsistent with the nature 
of empiricism to affirm, as Kant does, that when we know 
this much, “nothing more . . . can be cognized in experi- 
ence.” (18) 

There is no way to verify this hypothesis; but there 
is no way to verify any other hypothesis interpreting 
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experience. An empiricist’s hypothesis is a point of view 
according to which one interprets experience, and ex- 
perience obviously cannot be cited as evidence to verify 
statements of the existence of something other than ex- 
perience. If, however, something other than experience 
exists, and if we are related to it through our experi- 
ences, then it may be assumed that something of its 
nature conditions our point of view to the extent that 
our point of view may be informed of its nature. 

Kant, however, discredits this hypothesis; but he does 
so only on the basis of his dogmatic denial of a knowledge 
of any reality existing external to experiences. Sensory 
experiences certainly do not provide evidence to substan- 
tiate Kant’s position, because his position is a point of 
view with which sensory experiences are interpreted. 
‘That experience “in no respect” (19) enables us to be 
exists, and zf we are related to it through our experi- 
ence is merely the reaffirmation of a dogmatic definition 
of what is not known. Kant’s dogmatic denial that our 
experience informs us of anything other than experience, 
and its organizing forms, is the premise itself with which 
he interprets experience. He confines the informative 
value of experience to experience, and denies it beyond 
experience: or as he himself declares, the “undoubted 
value’ of experience is confined “‘only to experience.” 
(20) 

It is, however, the dogmatic character of Kant’s af- 
firmation of what cannot be known which constitutes the 
weakest link in the chain of his argument. What he de- 
clares we know about our experience may well be de- 
fended on empiricist grounds; but what he declares we 
do not know, cannot be defended on any grounds other 
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than consistency with his dogmatic dualistic presupposi- 
tion. One may well follow him in his ‘analytic’, admit- 
ting that his interpretation of the forms in which we 
think is one possible interpretation, and yet one need 
not follow him in his dogmatic insistence that when this 
much is known, nothing more can be known. 


5. Kant maintains, as contemporary Positivism and Log- 
ical Empiricism maintain, that scientific knowledge 
is of statements and statement-forms. 


Kant did not assume, as contemporary empiricists in 
language analysis do assume, that statements are all that 
we can know. He believed that there are sensory data 
(Anschauung) which we interpret. Although indebted 
to the radical empiricist Hume for pointing out to him 
the necessity to take sensory data into account in analyz- 
ing the nature of knowledge-claims, he did not follow 
Hume’s radical empiricism. 

Hume, of course, was not a scientist, and Kant was. 
Kant, therefore, was concerned as a philosopher to de- 
fend the warrant for making universal judgments, and 
Kant construed universality to mean “necessity” in the 
sense that propositions in science express what must be 
thought; not merely what is thought. 

This was not Hume’s concern; and Kant himself 
points out this difference when he says that Hume’s 
problem was a question concerning the origin, not con- 
cerning the indispensable need of a concept. (21) Ac- 
cording to Hume, as an empiricist, “necessity . . . is noth- 
ing but a long habit of accepting something as true,” (22) 
and so according to him, “causation arises entirely from 
the uniformity observable . . . where similar objects are 
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constantly conjoined, and the mind is determined by 
custom to infer the one from the appearance of the 
Othersinco) 

This is indeed an analysis of the origin of the idea 
of causation. But this analysis of the idea of what is caus- 
ally connected does not account for the sequence of ex- 
periences whose regularity constitutes the very motive 
in an analysis of experience for proposing an explanatory 
principle which is other than experience. Hume does 
not propose to explain this, and therefore acknowledges 
“what that medium is, I must confess, passes my com- 
prehension.” (24) The attempt, however, to account for 
it gave rise to Kant’s analysis. 

A strictly empirical analysis cannot account for any- 
thing other than features of experiences. Hence, Hume 
says that when he uses the term “‘custom’’, he does not 
propose to give “the ultimate reason of such a propen- 
sity.’ He merely designates the way experiences are organ- 
ized: or as he says, “we only point out a principle of 
human nature.” (25) 

Yet, there is enough ambiguity in Hume’s statement 
to say that Kant’s analysis begins with the same proposi- 
tion. Kant is also concerned to analyze the “‘principle of 
human nature” as expressed in statements claiming scien- 
tific knowledge. 

Contemporary Logical Empiricism also attempts to 
analyze the nature of knowledge, but it does not follow 
the radical empiricism of Hume so much as it follows the 
rationalistic dogmatism of Kant. It maintains, as Kant 
does, that the only objects of “‘scientific knowledge’ are 
“forms of statements”, and it also maintains, as Kant 
does, that the forms of warranted statements constitute 
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the only science which can be known, which is a “logic 
of science’”’. 


6. Logical Empiricism as a theory of scientific knowledge 
is Positivism. 


When one maintains, however, that knowledge in 
science is limited to the “logic of science’ (Wissenschafts- 
logik), one defends Positivism. Positivism is a theory that 
knowledge in science is confined to “‘statements about 
the physical’. Yet, this statement could not be more 
ambiguous, and its ambiguity is well illustrated in a 
recent book by Sir James Jeans, entitled Physics and 
Philosophy. (26) | 

Jeans maintains that “physics tries to discover the 
pattern of events which controls the phenomena we ob- 
serve.” (27) From this assertion it appears as if he were 
maintaining that the object of which scientific knowl- 
edge is claimed is the physical world. It is this realistic 
hypothesis which seems to be assumed when he declares 
that statements in physics “import real knowledge into 
our minds’ in formulae which express “‘the value of a 
ratio which has an existence in the world outside.” (28) 
The realistic hypothesis seems also to be affirmed in the 
statements that ‘‘the method of science’ is the ‘‘one pos- 
sible source of knowledge as to the special properties of 
our own world” (29), and “the only sound method is to 
go into the world and question nature directly . . . to 
discover the truth about nature.’ (30) 

What, however, is actually affirmed is that scientific 
knowledge is confined to metrical statements: not to the 
physical world whose properties are expressed in meas- 
urements, and this meaning becomes explicit in the 
assertion that “the values of ratios . . . constitute the raw 
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material of physics.” (31) The only possible knowledge, 
therefore, which we may claim in science, according to 
Jeans, is a knowledge of our experiences, and this posi- 
tion is clearly affirmed when he asserts that “‘there is no 
compelling reason why phenomena—the mental visions 
that a mind constructs out of electric currents in a brain 
—should resemble the objects that produced these cur- 
rents in the first instance.” (32) ‘The possibility of know- 
ing anything of a reality external to experience itself is, 
furthermore, clearly denied by the statement that “the 
messages we receive .. . through the windows of our 
senses... tell us nothing as to the essential nature of their 
origins.” (33) Jeans, therefore, maintains that “we can 
never understand what events are, but must limit our- 
selves to describing the pattern of events in mathematical 
COR Sip om) 

The “‘pattern of events’ of which he speaks, however, 
is ambiguous. One assumes that it is the pattern of events 
in the physical world which we measure, and which we 
express in our scientific formulae. But this is not the 
meaning intended by Jeans, and this fact becomes clear 
when he says that “the study of physics has driven us to 
the positivist conception’. (35) ‘This means one thing. 
Knowledge is not of the physical world: it is of measure- 
ments, and measurements which are expressed as state- 
ments. Such statements, according to Positivism, are not 
“of something”: this is the very knowledge-claim which 
Positivism historically has always repudiated. What is 
known, according to historical Positivism, and according 
to Jeans’ theory of scientific knowledge, are statements 
of metrical symbols. 

The pivotal problem which is at stake in criticizing 
contemporary positivism, and Jeans’ positivistic theory 
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in particular, is not whether we can know everything of 
the physical world. It is whether we can know anything. 
Jeans and contemporary Positivists, however, confuse 
mathematics as a means for expressing knowledge-claims 
of a physical world with mathematics as the only object 
of which there is knowledge in science. Yet, mathematics 
may be both an instrument for expressing knowledge- 
claims, and also an object of knowledge. When it is an 
instrument for expressing claims to a knowledge of the 
physical world, it refers beyond itself to interpretations 
of the metrical character of a reality which is other than 
the mathematical expressions. 

The problem, therefore, is whether we have knowl- 
edge only of our experience, or whether we have knowl- 
edge of something other than experience, and by means 
of experience. It is trivial to observe, as Jeans does, that 
our ideas which are expressed in science are subjective. 
Yet, what is not trivial, but absolutely fundamental to 
any philosophy of knowledge is the decision whether 
ideas, which are subjective, have an objective reference, 
so that they interpret a reality whose nature validates 
them as informed, and so as true ideas. 

The basic problem, therefore, in a theory of scientific 
knowledge is the criterion by which the truth-character 
of statements in science is to be judged. The problem 
is whether statements in physical science are true because 
internally consistent, as in mathematical systems; or, if 
they are also true as linguistic expressions of interpreta- 
tions of a reality external to, and other than, the state- 
ments themselves. 

It is trite to say, as Jeans does, that “it is useless to 
try to understand the workings of nature except in terms 
of ideas.” (36) One must ask, ‘““What other means could 
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there be for understanding?’ ‘The real problem is 
whether in knowledge-claims we are confined to our 
ideas, or whether our ideas are capable of interpreting 
the character of a world external to our ideas. This is not 
asking if reality is rational, as rationalistic philosophies 
have argued. It is only asking if our ideas, in however 
partial a manner, constitute information of something 
other than ideas. 

In spite of the particular failure of Jeans to state a 
consistent positivistic position, a consistent statement of 
the positivistic position is, nevertheless, possible, and it 
has been accomplished by the so-called Viennese Circle 
of Positivists (Wiener Kreis). These philosophers main- 
tain that knowledge-claims must be confined within ex- 
perience, and since the experiences which constitute the 
content of knowledge-claims in science are statements, 
they maintain that what is known in science are state- 
ments. 

When this position, however, is pressed for a clarifi- 
cation of what is expressed in a statement in physical 
science, it actually becomes many diverse points of view. 
Thus when the method of language analysis is applied 
to the very philosophy which makes the most of the pro- 
gram of language analysis, the greatest possible diver- 
gence occurs in clarifying the meaning of the term 
“Knowledge” itself. The reason for this is clear: a clari- 
fication of the meaning of the term “knowledge” leads 
beyond an analysis of language. 

‘The projected program of the Viennese Positivists is 
a “philosophical or logical analysis’, which is construed 
by them to be “a clarification of the meaning of lan- 
guage.” As a statement, this is intelligible, because gram- 
matically correct. But just what the “meaning of mean- 
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ing” is remains even for them an unresolved philosoph- 
ical problem. If the meaning of a statement were to be 
exhausted in other statements, then an analysis of a state- 
ment would be a self-contained, thoroughly autonomous 
philosophy, and the sole criterion of knowledge would 
then be internal consistency. 

But, if a system of language statements is the only 
object of knowledge, there would be no fundamental 
difference in a physical science and in formal systems, 
such as symbolic logic. 

If, however, the statements in a physical science ex- 
press an interpretation of a reality other than language, 
then the meaning of the statements can be clarified only 
by pointing to what they interpret. Jf language in phys- 
ical science refers beyond itself, then language is not the 
only object of which knowledge is claimed in physical 
science, and if this referential function of language is 
acknowledged, one cannot be a consistent positivist. 

The meaning of a statement as a language structure 
is one thing, and the meaning of a statement as an inter- 
pretation of a physical reality is another thing. When a 
statement expresses an interpretation of a reality other 
than language, the full meaning of the statement cannot 
be exhausted by other statements. ‘There must, conse- 
quently, come a time in clarifying the meaning of such 
statements when one points to a reality other than state- 
ments. 
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AN EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS AS’ A PHILOSOPHY 
OF RELIGION 


ONE of the best known books in the philosophy of reli- 
gion written during this century is Rudolf Otto’s The 
Idea of the Holy. 

According to Otto, a religious individual knows ex- 
perience: not a divine reality transcendent of experience. 
According to this neo-Kantian positivism, nothing can be 
known of a reality external to experience. Thus, what is 
interpreted by Otto as the “‘holy’, or “the numinous”, 
is not a divine reality: it is a type of experience. It is a 
type of experience which cannot be interpreted in terms 
of other experiences, and so it cannot be interpreted by 
the means of concepts. 

The “holy” is not an attribute of God: it is an attri- 
bute of experience. It is a “mental state’ which “‘cannot 
be strictly defined’’ because it is non-rational, and it is 
non-rational in the sense that it cannot be interpreted 
in concepts. When an attempt is made to interpret it, 
it becomes “‘conceptualized’”’, or “rationalized”. As a 
‘“numinous state of mind” (1), it is a “fact of owr nature 
—primary, unique, underivable from anything else’, 
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and is “the basic factor and the basic impulse underlying 
the entire process of religious evolution.” (2) 

Whatever, therefore, Otto says about the numinous 
is a psychological analysis of human experience: it is not 
an interpretation of a reality transcendent of experience. 
Otto believes, as Kant does, that every knowledge-claim 
must be confined to interpreted experience. Since no 
reality external to experience can be known in experi- 
ence, or by means of experience, the numinous, or holy, | 
is an “experience . . . belonging to the spirit of man.” (3) “ 
It is not a feature of a divine reality. Experience itself 
confers religious significance upon human life: it is not a 
knowledge of a divine reality transcendent of human life 
which confers religious significance upon it. 

Although Otto’s analysis is consistent with Kant’s 
theory of knowledge, it has, however, nothing whatsoever 
to do with interpreting religious experience as an indi- 
vidual with religious faith would interpret it. 

According to Otto, the unique feature of religious 
life is not faith in a reality which is worthy of man’s trust. 
Such a faith would affirm that there is a reality trans- 
cendent of human experience to which an individual 
turns because he believes it to be worthy of his trust. 
Such a faith, however, would not be warranted within 
the limits of Kant’s theory of knowledge, since what alone 
can be known, according to Kant, is experience, and the 
forms according to which it is organized and interpreted. 

Otto begins his analysis of religious life with this 
Kantian point of view, and then declares that ‘‘the most 
noteworthy phenomenon in the whole history of religion 
(is) the numinous consciousness” itself. (4) What alone 
is known in religious life, according to Otto, therefore is 
“the numinous consciousness” which emerges in due 
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course in the developing life of human mind and spirit 
and is thenceforward simply present. (5) He declares 
that this experience itself ““humbles and at the same time 
exalts us.’’ (6) Yet, no religious individual believes that 
experience is the reality which “humbles and at the same 
time exalts us.”’ Religious faith is the conviction that 
one ought to be humbled before the One Reality upon 
which he acknowledges his complete dependence. 

But again, Otto could not say this, since he interprets 
religious life from the point of view of a positivistic 
theory of knowledge, according to which warranted 
knowledge-claims are confined to experience. ‘This cer- 
tainly is not the religious individual’s interpretation of 
religious experience. It is the point of view of a Kantian 
philosopher; and a Kantian interpreter of religious faith 
could be nothing more than a psychologist of religious 
experience. This is exactly what Otto is. His Kantian 
presuppositions make him reject the possibility of any 
knowledge of a reality transcendent of experience. Hence, 
whatever he says about religious experience is about 
experience itself: it is not about a reality transcendent of 
human life of which man has experience. 

Otto’s analysis of religious experience may be good 
psychology, but when it is proposed as the point of view 
of a religious individual, it is untenable. For example, 
Otto interprets Isaiah’s afhrmation “I am a man of un- 
clean lips’ to mean that Isaiah encountered “the num- 
inous reality .. . as a present fact of consciousness.’ (7) 
“Fact of consciousness’, however, has enough ambiguity 
to conceal exactly what Otto means. Yet, there is no 
ambiguity in what he means when he affirms that it is 
“this self-depreciating feeling-response’’ which “‘breaks 
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.. . like a direct reflex movement at the stimulation of 
the numinous.” (8) According to this analysis, what 
Isaiah is confronted with is not a reality “high and lifted 
up”; it is with his own experience, and this is all that 
anyone can know according to a positivistic theory of 
knowledge which follows from a radical dualism such as 
Kant maintained. 

Otto declares that “‘the feeling of one’s own abase- 
ment, of being but ‘dust and ashes’. . . forms the num- 
inous raw material for the feeling of religious humility.” 
(9) But this is a psychology of religious experience. It 
points out how an individual’s feeling of his own “noth- 
ingness”’ is one ingredient in the numinous experience. 
‘This psychological analysis, however, does not account for 
self-abasement as a religious response to what a religious 
individual acknowledges as the “high and lifted up.” 
Otto points out how one experience conditions another 
experience, which is obvious; but his analysis is not a 
statement of a religious individual’s interpretation of 
religious experience. Such an interpretation affirms that 
man has a religious experience in relation to a reality 
before which he recognizes himself to be but dust and 
ashes. : 


1. Language in religious interpretations, according to 
Otto, designates experience. 


The term “numinous” in Otto’s analysis, as well as 
the terms ‘holy’, and “mysterium”, designate experi- 
ence. What is holy and mysterious for a religious indi- 
vidual, according to Otto, is his own experience; “‘the 
profound element of wonderfulness and rapture . . . lies 
in the mysterious beatific experience.” (10) ‘This is a 
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non-ambiguous way to state an analysis of experience 
in a way which is consistent with a Kantian theory of 
knowledge. But then it is unwarranted for Otto also to 
say that wonder in religious life “lies in the mysterious 
beatific experience of deity.” (11) 

The term “wholly other’ likewise designates experi- 
ence: the numinous experience is “wholly other” every 
other experience. As such it is non-translatable by any 
concept or interpretation. Hence it is a “‘primal feeling’, 
and as such it is “unique’’. As a “unique... reality and 
quality’’, it is “something of whose special character we 
can feel, without being able to give it clear conceptual 
expression.’”’ (12) If, however, it were interpreted, and 
the interpretation stated in language terms, the feeling 
would be translated into what is not unique. Interpreta- 
tions are concepts, and concepts which are designated by 
language terms are not “unique”: they are intelligible 
to all who understand the language in which these terms 
are used. 

Religious faith may be psychologically analyzed, but 
in so far as religious faith is a response to a reality which 
is other than experience, a psychology does not have the 
last word in an analysis of faith. A psychology of religious 
experience, therefore, should not be confused with a 
religious interpretation of a reality of which a religious 
individual believes he has experience. Although religious 
faith as an experience may be interpreted psychologically, 
the reality in which a religious individual believes he has 
faith cannot be interpreted psychologically. ‘To maintain 
that it can, is sheer dogmatism. 

According to religious faith, there is a reality in 
which an individual has faith; which reality justifies his 
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faith; and so constitutes the warrant for his confidence » 
in it and for his conviction of his dependence upon it. 
It is this conviction, however, which goes beyond the 
scope of psychology because it affirms a metaphysical pre- 
supposition. It affirms the belief that transcendent of 
experience is a divine reality which alone is completely 
trustworthy, and therefore is alone completely Coen 
to be trusted. 

Yet, according to the Kantian theory of knowledge, 
any metaphysical statement about a reality transcendent 
of experience is unwarranted. Consistent, therefore, with 
this Kantian dogmatism, Otto maintains that language 
terms do not designate qualities of a reality existing apart 
from experience. Words which are ordinarily assumed to 
designate a property of a divine reality actually designate 
qualities of experience. ““Wrath’’, for example in Otto’s 
analysis, does not designate a feature of God’s nature: 
it designates rather “a unique emotional moment in re- 
ligious experience’, which experience is “singularly 
daunting and awe-inspiring.” (13) 

Otto thus maintains the same position which Diony- 
sius did: ‘the names of God. . . . are not descriptive of 
His own nature. Rather, they describe corresponding 
qualities in us.” (14) Otto, furthermore, explicitly points 
out his agreement with Chrysostom’s analysis of religious 
experience when he declares that the “incomprehensible 
is. . . .an intimate and essential possession of the human 
soul.” (15) 

Otto also speaks of “‘om’’ as a “holy syllable’, and 
characterizes it as “an articulated sound” which is not 
even a ‘“‘complete syllable”. ‘It is simply a sort of growl 
or groan, sounding up from within as the quasi-reflex 
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expression of profound emotion . . . and serving to re- 
lieve consciousness of a felt burden.’”’ (16) This is so ob- 
viously a psychological analysis of experience that no one 
could be mistaken about what he is speaking. Yet, its 
obvious character enables one to see just what Otto is 
speaking about in his entire analysis. 

The Idea of the Holy, notwithstanding its widespread 
use as a theological study, is nothing more than a psy- 
chology of one type of experience. What is claimed to be 
known in this analysis, according to Otto, is not some- 
thing about the nature of reality in which there is faith: 
it is a type of experience alone which is known. 

Hence, according to Otto, it is possible for an individ- 
ual to be religious without having any belief whatsoever 
about a divine reality to which he relates himself. Otto 
specifically says, “There is no need. . . for the experient 
to pass on to resolve his mere impression of the eerie and 
aweful into the idea of a ‘numen’, a divine power, .. . 
still less need the numen become a nomen, a named 
power.” (17) 

The untenability of Otto’s analysis consequently be- 
comes apparent when he maintains that it is possible for 
religious life to be without faith in a divine reality, and 
he cites, for example, the “German expression es spukt 
hier (literally, it haunts here)’’ as instructive of the nature 
of one instance of religious experience. Yet, the attempt 
to analyze any religious experience as an uninterpreted 
feeling is not an analysis of any religious experience: it 
is simply an abstraction. This abstraction is consistent 
with a Kantian theory of knowledge, but it reveals Otto’s 
unwillingness to accept religious faith as a point of view 
which is warranted in interpreting one reality into re- 
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lationship with which an individual may enter in his ex- 
perience. 


2. Otto’s philosophy of religious experience is not a 
theology. 


What is unforgivable in Otto’s study is his use of 
terms whose conventional meaning he does not retain. In 
the Foreword to this study, he declares, ‘‘I have ventured 
to write of that which may be called ‘non-rational’ or 
‘supra-rational’ in the depths of the divine nature.” (18) 
But this is certainly not what he has done, if “divine na- 
ture’ is construed as a term to designate a reality trans- 
cendent of human experience. 

Otto uses the same terms to designate experience 
which others use to designate a reality other than experi- 
ence. Yet, he disavows any referential function of experi- 
ence beyond experience itself; and he does so because 
he begins his analysis of experience with the dogmatic 
Kantian theory that the objects of warranted knowledge- 
claims are experiences. 

His own criticism of other philosophers is instructive. 
He upbraids Schopenhauer and also Fichte, for using 
terms such as “energy” and “will” to designate “real 
qualifications of’ a “‘non-rational” reality existing apart 
from experience. (19) But Otto is consistent with Kant’s 
dogmatic theory of knowledge, and therefore he repudi- 
ates as unwarranted any interpretation of a reality which 
is transcendent of experience. Yet, this very dogmatic 
dualism makes Otto incapable of analyzing religious faith. 
Religious faith is a conviction that knowledge 1s possible 
of a reality existing transcendent of experience, and it is 
the confidence that human life is able to know something 
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of a divine authority by which man ought to live. 


3. The Kantian Mile of knowledge discredits religious 
faith. 


By means of his empirical criterion for warranted 
knowledge-claims, Kant proposed to set limits to the ex- 
travagances of dogmatism in philosophy, in theology, and 
in speculative science. This project is indeed eminently 
praiseworthy, for as Kant himself declared, the upshot of 
“wandering inadvertently beyond objects of experience” 
has been floundering “into the field of chimeras’. (20) 
Yet, it is this delimitation of knowledge-claims to experi- 
ence itself which discredits not only pretensions to a 
knowledge, which may well be considered “‘illusions’’; it 
also discredits the undertaking to know something of 
realities which exist external to experience. And yet, it 
may be said that if, and when, we know something of their 
natures, we will have attained an informed science of the 
physical world; and an informed theology, as an inter- 
pretation of the nature of a reality which religious faith 
affirms is transcendent of the physical world. 

This presupposition, however, defines for us an ob- 
jective in life. It is to learn more than we already assume 
to know of the physical world in which we live; and to . 
learn more of the divine reality upon which we venture 
to believe we are ultimately dependent for a “wisdom 
which needing no light, enlightens the minds that need 
Thee) 
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IF ‘THERE is one point of view which is representative 
of contemporary empirical philosophies of language 
analysis, it is Logical Positivism. According to Logical 
Positivism, a statement which is not verifiable is “‘meta- 
physical’, and conversely, a metaphysical statement is “in 
principle unverifiable.” (1) A statement is said to be un- 
verifiable when “‘there is no cognitive criterion for de- 
ciding’’ whether the affirmation of a statement is 
warranted, or whether its negation is warranted. A state- 
ment, furthermore, whose knowledge-value cannot be 
ascertained is said to be “insignificant’’. It is insignificant 
whether it is affirmed, or whether it is denied: nothing 
more is known about a reality other than the statement 
in either case. 

That there are many such purely verbal statements 
in the histories of philosophy, science, and religion cannot 
be denied. But, it is a matter of grave concern when an 
analyst of language maintains that all metaphysical state- 
ments are purely verbal. 

Theology is a metaphysic, and so when all metaphysi- 
‘cal statements are said to be purely verbal, it follows that 
all theologies are regarded as ‘‘merely word systems’’. (2) 
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But a purely verbal system, to use a description of Ogden 
and Richards, is ‘‘symbolically starved’’. (3) It is symboll- 
cally starved in the sense that its language does not refer 
beyond itself. When theologies, therefore, are said to be 
“symbolically starved’, all theological statements are 
dismissed as words without informative function. 

According to Logical Positivism, the language in 
theology is only expressive: it expresses how man feels, or 
as Hobbes declared centuries ago, when man uses the 
terms “‘most high’, “most holy’, he does not affirm the 
nature of God. He aflirms ““how much we admire Him”. 
(4) 

According to Positivism as an extreme form of Em- 
piricism, nothing can be known of a reality transcendent 
of experience. Any statement, therefore, about the nature 
of a divine reality is dismissed as “‘cognitively’”’ insignifi- 
cant. It may express desire; or as Hobbes declared, a 
statement in theology may express “how ready we would 
be to obey Him; which is a sign of (our) humility and 
of (our) will to honour Him as much as we can.” 

But according to this psychological analysis of an ex- 
treme empirical philosophy, nothing is said in theology 
about a divine reality: what is said is only about our 
reactions. Language in theology expresses emotion, and 
so it is said that theological statements are purely ““emo- 
tive’: they are not “assertions whose truth or falsity could 
be rationally argued.” (5) 

According to this anti-metaphysical point of view, the 
statement, for example, “God is good”’, is only descriptive 
of our feeling. It affirms a preference: not a proposition. 
It expresses an evaluation: not information about a 
reality other than the individual’s own approbation. 
Hence, in keeping with this point of view, Ogden and 
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Richards declare that “it ought to be impossible to talk 
about. . . religion as though (it) were capable of giving 
‘knowledge’!”” (6) The one function of language in re- 
ligious life is evocative: it evokes “‘attitudes, moods, de- 
sires, feelings, emotions”. According to this point of view, 
the concern in religious life should consequently be con- 
fined to the practical effectiveness of language to bring 
about certain desired responses, or as they say, “in evoca- 
tive speech the essential consideration is the character 
of the attitude aroused’. (7) 

That a great amount of language employed in reli- 
gious institutions serves no cognitive function can hardly 
be denied. A common function of language in religious 
institutions is to express feeling, or evoke feeling. The 
hymn, for example, ‘““We praise ‘Thee, we glorify Thee, 
we give thanks to Thee” declares nothing about the divine 
reality: it rather affirms how an individual responds in 
the religious service. The invitation “come unto the Lord 
with thanksgiving’, likewise, affirms nothing of the na- 
ture of God: its function is directive, or “‘volitional-mo- 
tivational’’. (8) 

Yet, after this function of language in religious life 
has been acknowledged, it is certainly dogmatic to main- 
tain that no other function is performed in the use of 
language in religious life. A statement of faith, such as 
a creed, may well bring about certain responses, but the 
evoking of a response is not the only intended function of 
a creed. A creed is formulated by a religious individual 
to state his faith: it is a statement of an interpretation of 
the divine reality to which he believes he relates himself 
in his worship. The assumed function of language in a 
statement of faith is for a religious individual, therefore, 
cognitive: it is assumed that statements of faith express 
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an interpretation of the nature of divine reality. But such 
an assumption is that language can be used for making 
metaphysical statements. (9) Yet, it is this very function 
of language which is discredited by every consistent em- 
piricism, and by Logical Positivism as the most dogmatic 
of all contemporary anti-theological philosophies. 

This dogmatic repudiation of the cognitive function 
of language in religious life follows as a consequence of 
an equally dogmatic premise that nothing can be known 
other than experience. According to this empiricist point 
of view, language may be used to state an interpretation 
of experience, but not an interpretation of a reality trans- . 
cendent of experience. The “‘logical’” consequence of this 
position is that no statements in theology are informative 
of the nature of a divine reality; they are informative 
only of experience. But empiricist philosophies of lan- 
guage-analysis begin with the presupposition that all war- 
ranted knowledge-claims must be limited to experience, 
and consequently they discredit every claim to knowledge 
of a reality transcendent of experience. Although logi- 
cally consistent, this is nevertheless dogmatic. (10) In 
agreement with the presuppositions of Empiricism, one 
is entitled to maintain that he knows experience; but 
he is not equally entitled to affirm that when experience 
is known, nothing else can be known. 

According to Empiricism, one is not “aware” in his 
experience of a reality other than experience. Most indi- 
viduals, however, believe that there is a reality ‘“‘of which” 
they have awareness, and they assume that some of their 
experiences substantiate their belief that there is a reality 
external to experience. Statements in physical science, for . 
example, are commonly regarded as interpretations of a 
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reality assumed to exist external to experiences. But this 
is, of course, an assumption, and there is no way to “‘veri- 
fy”’ it. It is a point of view with which experiences are 
interpreted. 

Although “inductive metaphysics is risky’, as all Em- 
piricists maintain, it is no more “risky” than any generali- 
zation in science about a physical reality. Hence it is dog- 
matic to affirm that “inductive metaphysics 1 is @tcethey 
disreputable extreme of science.” (11) ‘The pene base 
tions in science about the nature of a physical reality 
external to experience can no more be “‘verified”’ than 
can metaphysical statements. Both may, however, be sub- 
stantiated in one degree or another. ‘That the generaliza- 
tions of physical science may be substantiated more com- 
pletely than can some of the statements in some meta- 
physics depends entirely upon which scientific statements 
one is speaking about, and also about which metaphysical 
statements he is speaking. The assertion, therefore, that 
“if the statement is experimentally verifiable, then it is 
by definition empirical, not metaphysical’ (12) is a 
definition, and an indefensible one, because the term 
“empirical” is ambiguous. 

If the empirical test of a statement means that evi- 
dence in experience can be cited to verify a statement, 
then there is no warrant to make a. radical distinction 
between scientific statements and metaphysical state- 
ments. To maintain, therefore, that all metaphysical 
statements are non-empirical in distinction to the empiri- 
cal character of all scientific statements is simply unwar- 
ranted, since there is no less of an induction from experi- 
ence to the nature of a reality other than experience in 
physical science than there is in metaphysics. (13) 
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“Inductive metaphysics is... risky’’ indeed. (14) But 
every induction is, and the generalizations in physical 
science are all inductions. Every statement in physical 
science which afhrms an interpretation of a reality exter- 
nal to experience is an induction. The positivistic prin- 
ciple therefore which warns against inductively project- 
ing beyond experience to the nature of a divine reality 
external to experience must also be adhered to in evaluat- 
ing generalizations in physical science. Physical science 
is in the same boat as is metaphysics: there is no empirical 
means to know that a statement in physical science is an 
informed interpretation of a reality external to experi- 
ence, just as there is no means to know that a statement 
in a metaphysic is informed of a reality external to ex- 
perience. But if metaphysical statements are to be dis- 
credited on the basis of a principle that from experience 
nothing may be inferred about the nature of a reality 
external to experience, then statements in physical science 
must be discredited on the same basis, and it is arbitrary 
to do otherwise. 

A rejection of metaphysics is on the basis of a presup- 
position; just as the acceptance of statements in physical 
science is also on the basis of a presupposition. When it 
is assumed that there is a reality external to experience of 
whose nature one has some information in his experience, 
experience is cited as the evidence from which to con- 
clude the informed character of the interpretation. But 
this is circular; it 1s first assumed that there is a reality of 
whose nature something is known by means of experience. 
From experience, one then concludes something about 
the nature of the reality he assumes to exist transcendent 
of his experience. Yet, if one didn’t assume something of 
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its nature, he would have no point of view with which 
to select from among his experiences those which he be- 
lieves inform him of it, and those which do not. 


1. Every interpretation of experience ts from the point 
of view of some presupposition. 


On the basis of presuppositions about the nature of 
realities external to experience, experiences themselves 
are evaluated for their informative character. Thus there 
is NO way one can escape the function of a presupposition 
in interpreting experience, and this fact is well illustrated 
in Descartes’ analysis. 

In his Meditations on the First Philosophy, Descartes 
proposed “‘to establish a firm and abiding” “superstruc- 
ture (for) the sciences’ (15), and to accomplish this, he 
proposed an analysis “‘of the principles on which (his)... 
beliefs rested”. (16) One belief he held in common with 
almost everyone else is that there is a physical reality 
external to experience. But, he admits that there is no 
evidence within experience to make it necessary to believe 
that there is such a reality. That there is any reality exter- 
nal to experience is a conjecture, or a presupposition. 
When it is assumed that there is a reality external to “‘sen- 
sory experience’, some sensory experiences are inter- 
preted as evidence for its reality, but unless its reality 1s 
first assumed, no sensory experience could possibly be 
appealed to as evidence that there is something external 
to experience itself. 

The data of experience do not include the existence 
of a reality apart from experience. Whatever is believed 
about such a reality rests upon the assumption that exter- 
nal to experience is a reality of which something may be 
known from experience. This assumption, however, is a 
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point of view with which the referential function of 
experience is interpreted. But the warrant for this as- 
sumption cannot be established by an appeal to experi- 
ence: since the assumption is a point of view with which 
experiences are interpreted. 

Consistent with an empiricist’s point of view, Des- 
cartes declares that one imagines there is a “body” other 
than his experience, and he cautiously adds, “‘in imagin- 
ing it, (the mind) turns towards the body, and contem- 
plates in it” some property which conforms to its idea of 
it “if it is true that there are bodies’. (17) But that there 
are physical entities existing external to experience is, as 
Descartes soundly points out, a presupposition. ‘Thus the 
existence of a reality external to experience is not in the 
same class of knowledge-claims as are statements about 
experience. Experiences are “‘first person” data: the exis- 
tence of a reality external to experience is not a “first 
person” datum. 

‘That there is a reality external to experience is a 
realistic presupposition, and it is a point of view which 
supplements the empiricist premise. Experience is known, 
as the empiricist affirms, but the realist affirms that more 
than experience is known by means of experience. ‘That 
an individual is acquainted with his experience is the 
premise of every empiricism. ‘That an individual may 
be acquainted with a reality external to his experience 
is a premise of some realistic theories of knowledge. 

The existence of a reality external to experience, as 
is presupposed by realistic theories, is not strictly an in- 
ference from experience, since a reality external to experi- 
ence is not included in experience. If, however, it is as- 
sumed that there is a reality external to experience, some- 
thing of which one is acquainted in his experience, 
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then something of its nature may be inferred from some 
experiences. It is inferred, however, only because it 
is at first assumed that some experiences are of a reality 
external to experience. But if this is not assumed, experi- 
ence itself is all that may be claimed as knowledge. 

Descartes, therefore, is a consistent empiricist when he 
declares that there is no principle whatever for escaping 
a thoroughgoing skepticism toward all knowledge-claims 
about anything other than experiences. But as soon as 
the presupposition is made that there is something other 
than experience which is known in experience, one is no 
longer an empiricist. Descartes, consequently, is a con- 
sistent empiricist when he cautiously declares that “I do 
not find that, from the idea of a physical body. . . I can 
necessarily infer the existence of any body.” (18) Accord- 
ing to the premise of empiricism, what is known is experi- 
ence, and consistent with this point of view, Descartes 
declares that “‘there is exceedingly httle which is known 
with certainty respecting corporeal objects.’”” (19) This 
should, however, be stated even more strongly: according 
to a strict empiricism, nothing is known for certain about 
the nature of any reality external to experience. What is 
known, according to empiricism, 1s experience, and as a 
consequence of this presupposition, it follows, as Des- 
cartes points out, that “all the. . . sciences that have for 
their end the consideration of (physical) bodies, are in- 
deed of a doubtful character.” (20) 

But after specifically proposing an empiricist point 
of view for his philosophical analysis, Descartes smuggled 
in the realistic presupposition when he said ‘‘of those ob- 
jects I had no knowledge beyond what the ideas them- 
selves gave me.” (21) It is obvious that beginning with an 
analysis of his experience, as his experience, he could not 
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even have an idea that there are objects external to his 
experience. The notion that there are such objects is an 
assumption with which experiences are interpreted, and it 
is this assumption which Descartes never doubted, even 
when he proposed to employ the method of strict empiri- 
cism. 

‘That there may be nothing other than experience is, 
of course, theoretically possible. Descartes is aware of 
this, and admits that “perhaps there might be found in 
me some faculty, though hitherto unknown to me’”’, which 
produces these “ideas’’ of a reality external to sensory 
experience. (22) With sound insight into the require- 
ments of his own method, confined within the limits of 
strict empiricism, he asks, “‘What is there then that can 
be esteemed true?” He confesses, ““perhaps this only, that 
there is absolutely nothing certain.” (23) What he means, 
of course, is that beginning with the premise of strict 
empiricism, and interpreting experiences as experiences, 
there is no basis whatsoever to be certain that one knows 
anything other than experience. 


2. Descartes belief that there is a reality external to 
experience is a presupposition. 


Descartes, therefore, is a consistent empiricist in so 
far as he maintains that the existence of “‘the earth, the 
sky, the stars’’ external to his “perceiving by the senses’ 
is “doubtful”. (24) But it is doubtful only when one 
begins an analysis of experience with the premise that 
all warranted knowledge-claims must be limited to ex- 
perience. Although Descartes proposes to limit his knowl- 
edge-claims to statements of which he could be “‘certain”’, 
he does, however, make claims to a knowledge of realities 
which are external to his experience. He assumes, for 
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example, the informative function of statements about 
the nature of mind, and about the nature of matter. 
‘These two ideas,” he says, “seem to have this in common, 
that they both represent substances.” (25) 

But this referential function of ideas is a presup- 
position with which these ideas are interpreted. ‘The idea 
of an extended body, and the idea of an unextended 
mind, must, however, be interpreted by an empiricist 
only as definitions. Yet, according to Descartes, they are 
not definitions, but propositions about realities other 
than experience. Descartes, therefore, 1s not an empiricist, 
and never confined his analysis of experience to the pre- 
suppositions of an empiricist. (26) He gave lip service 
to the empiricist point of view in his analysis of his experi- 
ences, but throughout his entire analysis he assumed the 
realistic point of view. 

What, therefore, makes his analysis so inconsistent 
is the unacknowledged presuppositions with which he 
interpreted experience. He always assumed that his ex- 
periences informed him of something external to experi- 
ences. But this is an affirmation of faith, and it in no way 
follows from an analysis of experience, as experience. It 
is a point of view with which experiences are interpreted. 

If, however, what Descartes affirmed about mind and 
body were interpreted to be only interpretations of his 
idea of mind, and of his idea of body, his analysis would 
be a consistent empiricism. But Descartes assumed that 
his statements about mind, and about body, affirm some- 
thing of the nature of realities which are other than his 
experiences. (27) Thus the symbolic function of state- 
ments is a feature of language which Descartes took for 
granted. And yet, it is a function which may not be taken 
for granted. When it is assumed, the assumption must 
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be explicitly stated as one of the presuppositions with 
which one begins his analysis of “first person’’ experience. 

The belief that nothing is known in experience other 
than experience is one presupposition. ‘The belief that 
something of a reality other than experience may be 
known in experience is another presupposition. ‘The real- 
istic presupposition, however, is defended by the ind1- 
vidual who believes that the empiricist presupposition 
is not adequate to interpret experience. Yet, this prefer- 
ence itself expresses the conviction that there is a reality 
other than experience, and if it were not assumed that 
there is a reality other than experience, no one would 
defend a realistic theory of knowledge. Everyone would 
be a radical empiricist, for the simple reason that no 
one would find warrant within experience to believe that 
there is any reality external to experience. 

Descartes assumed from the beginning of his analysis 
that there are realities external to his experience, and he 
also assumed that something of their nature can be known 
in his experience. (28) But he did not explicitly state. 
either of these presuppositions. He simply took them for 
granted. ‘They were, in other words, ‘“‘smuggled in’; and 
it is for this reason that his so-called “empirical analysis” 
is “‘a begging of the question’, and is not an empiricism. 


3. Descartes’ belief in the reality of God is a presuppost- 
tion, or faith, and it ts not the result of an ontological 
argument. 


One of Descartes’ presuppositions is that from a clear 
idea about a reality other than experience, one may infer 
that such a reality exists. He consequently infers existence 
from the idea of existence, because he presupposes that 
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“objects which are clearly and distinctly conceived . . . 
are substances really” existent. (29) 

Consistent with an empirical analysis of ideas, how- 
ever, all that may be said is that when one has a clear idea, 
he has an idea, or, as Descartes himself soundly declares, 
“I can draw from my thought the idea of an object.” (30) 
Yet, Descartes is not willing to limit his knowledge-claims 
to this cautious empiricism, and therefore he argues that 
“it follows that all I clearly and distinctly apprehend to 
pertain to this object, does in truth belong to it.’”’ (31) 
But, according to an empirical analysis of experience, all 
that may be inferred is the idea of a reality as existing; not 
the existence of a reality of which one has an idea. 

Descartes began his analysis of experience with the 
faith that there is a reality other than experience, but he 
made the mistake in stipulating too restricted a basis for 
a defense of the knowledge-claims of this faith. From the 
“perfection of this idea . . . of God’’, for example, he 
argued that ““God himself” is demanded as its cause. (32) 
This argument, however, rests upon the assumption that 
there is a God of which man has ideas. 

Descartes further affirms that “there can be no doubt 
that God possesses the power of producing all the objects 
I am able distinctly to conceive’, and although this may 
very well be the case, it has nothing to do with the ontolo- 
gical argument. This argument proposes that because 
“T cannot conceive God unless as existing, it follows 
that existence is inseparable from Him, and therefore, 
that He really exists.’ (33) These are two entirely differ- 
ent positions, and Descartes confused them, just as 
Anselm had confused them. (34) One is that God exists: 
the other is that there is an idea of God as existing. 


67 


RELIGIOUS FAITH, LANGUAGE, AND KNOWLEDGE 


It was the Renaissance confidence in the possibility 
of reducing all knowledge-claims to demonstrative cer- 
tainty which explains the zeal with which Descartes 
attempted to apply the method of logic to the faith of 
religious life. But this attempt was made because he 
understood neither the nature of purely analytical state- 
ments, nor the nature of statements expressing religious 
faith. Had he understood either, he would never have 
proposed to arrive at knowledge-claims of a divine reality 
existing external to his ideas from an analysis of his 
ideas. But since he did not understand the difference 
of an analytic and a synthetic statement, he treated 
one as the other, and, therefore, argued that because he 
“cannot conceive God unless as existing, it follows that 
existence is inseparable from Him.” (35) 

‘The existence, however, of a divine reality is a reli- 
gious faith: it is a belief, or presupposition, with which 
a religious individual interprets some of his experiences. 

If, on the other hand, one begins his interpretation of 
experience with the presupposition that what is known 
is experience, he has a point of view consistent with em- 
piricism: it is the denial of the warrant for a claim to 
knowledge of the nature of any reality transcendent of 
experience. 

This skeptical discrediting of all knowledge of reali- 
ties external to experience is consistent philosophizing, 
but it is safe to say that no person, even the most sophisti- 
cated of radical empiricists, actually believes this. Hume 
did not believe it. This is why he admitted that, when he 
left his desk on which he wrote his empiricist philosophy, 
his theory seemed so remote from non-theoretical experi- 
ence. 

No religious individual believes that his knowledge- 
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claims are confined to his ideas. He believes that interpre- 
tations of a reality transcendent of experience may be 
informed of the nature of such a reality. Yet, the warrant 
for this faith is discredited by every empiricist theory of 
knowledge. Consistent with the dogmatism of an empiri- 
cist’s theory of knowledge, Kant specifically declares that 
“we understand nothing of . . . transcendent relation- 
ships of man to the Supreme Being.” (36) 


4. Schletermacher’s analysis of religious experience with- 
in the presuppositions of Kant’s theory of knowledge 
discredits metaphysics. 


When this Kantian position is assumed as an incon- 
testable theory of knowledge, there is no possible basis 
for defending religious faith as an interpretation of a 
divine reality. Schleiermacher, so-called ‘Father of Mod- 
ern Protestant Theology’, however, accepted Kant’s 
theory of knowledge, and therefore interpreted religious 
faith as an experience: not as an experience of a reality 
of which there is an interpretation in experience. Yet, 
the object of religious faith is not experience. Religious 
faith is an experience, but faith is religious only when 
there is a trust in a reality which is believed to be com- 
pletely other than experience. Schleiermacher, as an inter- 
preter of Christian theology within the presuppositions 
of Kant’s theory of knowledge, twists the affirmation of 
religious faith into a psychology of religious experience 
when he declares that “all the divine attributes to be 
dealt with in Christian Dogmatics are only meant to 
explain the feeling of absolute dependence”. (37) 

This, however, is not an analysis of religious faith: it 
is rather a dogmatic affirmation of what religious faith 
may claim to know if it is to remain consistent with an 
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empiricist theory of knowledge. But one cannot analyze 
religious faith within the limits of such a theory of knowl- 
edge, since any theory of knowledge which discredits the 
warrant for claiming knowledge of a reality other than 
experience is simply incompatible with religious faith. 

Religious faith is not in experience: it is in a reality 
believed to be transcendent of experience. It is an affir- 
mation about a divine nature which alone warrants man’s 
complete trust. But this is a metaphysical statement; and 
whatever is believed about this reality in religious life is 
a theology: it is a doctrine about the nature of the reality 
upon which religious life depends with an unqualified 
trust. 

Intimidated, however, by Kant’s authority in philoso- 
phy, Schleiermacher took for granted that it is philos- 
ophically unwarranted to claim knowledge of a reality 
transcendent of experience. Hence he maintained that a 
religious experience is “‘the consciousness of being abso- 
lutely dependent”; and in an attempt to interpret reli- 
gious faith in a manner compatible with the Kantian 
theory of knowledge, he declared that “the consciousness 
of being absolutely dependent is precisely the same thing 
as the consciousness of being in relation to God.” (38) 
But this is to affirm that a religious individual is aware 
of his experience, and not of the nature of God in his 
religious experience. (39) 

Schleiermacher was preoccupied with experience, as 
if this were the only reality of which anything could be 
known, or of which any knowledge-claim may justifiably 
be made. Yet, in spite of this, he has enjoyed a wide influ- 
ence in Protestant Theology for more than a century. 
This may in part be accounted for by the ambiguity in 
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his analysis, and Professor H. R. Mackintosh has sound- 
ly pointed out that “‘it is impossible not to feel that the 
ambiguity served him well, and that at various points his 
argument would have broken down irretrievably had 
the ambiguity been cleared up.” (40) It may, therefore, 
be safe to say, if Schleiermacher’s analysis of religious 
faith had been subjected to a sound scrutiny many years 
ago, the tradition of Protestant ‘Theology in the western 
world might have been saved a detour into one of the 
most arid deserts in which one could lose his way. 

Religious experience is a faith in a reality which is 
believed to be completely worthy of man’s trust, and be- 
cause it is believed to be worthy of trust, man turns to it 
for a help which he does not believe can be found within 
the resources of his life, or within the physical world. But 
Schleiermacher could not speak about a completely de- 
pendable reality in which religious faith trusts, for this 
would be a metaphysic. He therefore speaks of the experi- 
ence of “complete dependence’”’. Yet, the feeling of com- 
plete dependence is not necessarily a religious experience: 
what alone makes it a religious experience is the faith 
that there is a completely dependable reality upon which 
one may with warrant completely depend. 

Thus there is no religious faith without a theology. 
A theology is simply an interpretation of the completely 
dependable reality in which one has faith; and to speak 
about religious faith without a theology is a contradic- 
tion. Whereas ‘‘a sense of absolute dependence’”’ is a psy- 
chological description of experience, a faith that there is 
a reality upon which one may completely depend, be- 
cause it is completely dependable, is a theological state- 
ment. It is an interpretation of a reality transcendent of 
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life; and without such a metaphysic, there is no religious 
faith. 

No religious individual believes that his experience 
constitutes the source of his security. The source of his 
security is the reality in which he believes, and to which 
he orients his life in complete trust. Hence he wants to 
know the nature of this reality. But this imposes upon 
him the necessity to discriminate between many diverse 
statements of faith; and religious faith itself is the con- 
viction that there are criteria by which such a discrimina- 
tion can be made, provided men were to have an in- 
formed interpretation of the divine reality. 

A belief about the nature of a divine reality is, there- 
fore, not the criterion by which a religious individual 
proposes to select from among competing claims to knowl- 
edge those beliefs which are true. An earnest religious 
individual wants to know the divine reality, and yet, his 
earnestness is not a sufficient condition for selecting true 
beliefs from among other beliefs which may be held with - 
equal earnestness. Earnestness is a condition for learning, 
but it is not a criterion by which the truth-character of 
beliefs can be ascertained. 

According to religious faith, the criterion for the 
truth-character of interpretations of the divine reality is 
a knowledge of the divine reality. But this criterion of 
religious faith imposes a task upon a religious individual. 
It confronts him with a life-long quest: it is to know of 
the divine reality ‘‘as much as he can receive, wisdom in 
proportion to his thirst.” (41) ) 


ne 


THE PROJECTION BEYOND EXPERIENCE 


IN HIS attempt to be an empiricist, Kant maintains 
that we know the features of our experience. But he main- 
tains, as no empiricist consistently can, that there is a 
reality other than experience. 

As an empiricist, Kant may maintain that what is 
known are experiences, but he may not say that there are 
“things as objects of our senses existing outside us (as) 
given”. (1) This is not a statement about the features 
of experience: it is rather an interpretation of their causa- 
tion by a reality external to experience. Such an inter- 
pretation obviously presupposes a metaphysic as much as 
any other theory of knowledge which makes no pretense 
to being empirical. 

Kant, however, attempted to limit knowledge-claims 
to an empiricist’s point of view even though he did not 
begin his analysis of experience with an empiricist’s point 
of view. And it is this inconsistency which accounts for 
the ambiguity in his terminology. He speaks, for example, 
of organized experiences as “appearances” of “things”, 
and yet, he maintains that no reality apart from experi- 
ences “‘appears” in experience. It is therefore inconsist- 
ent to claim that there is a causal factor external to sen- 
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sation in order to account for sensations, and then to 
claim that no features of experience in any way inform 
one of this reality. It is enough to maintain, as an empi- 
ricist does, that knowledge must be confined to experi- 
ence, without presuming to say, as Kant does, that we can 
know that no properties of a reality existing external to 
experience are as they “appear” to us to be. ‘The state- 
ment, therefore, that “they represent in no respect... . 
anything more than mere appearance of those things, 
but never their constitution”, (2) reveals the dogmatism 
with which Kant interpreted experience. 

In interpreting experience, Kant wants to follow the 
point of view of an empiricist, yet he argues that since 
all experiences are organized, there must be organizing 
forms which are other than organized experiences. In 
making this distinction, however, he introduces a dual- 
ism between experiences and what is other than experi- 
ences, and consequently, after importing this dualism of 
organized experiences and organizing forms, he has two 
very different realities for which to account. 

Kant did not merely give an empirical description of 
the features of experience; he also sought to account for 
these features; and in doing this, he began with the pre- 
suppositions of a dogmatic realist, and a dogmatic ration- 
alist. He assumes that there is a reality other than experi- 
ence, and so presumed that there is a causation for some 
experiences which is external to experience. He likewise 
assumed that the organization of experiences is a contri-. 
bution exclusively of the individual, and so discloses no 
property of a reality external to experience. 

If, however, Kant had begun his analysis of experi- 
ence as an empiricist, he would never have imported these 
concepts of traditional metaphysics into his analysis. But 


74 


RELIGIOUS FAITH, LANGUAGE, AND KNOWLEDGE 


the more vigorously he disavows metaphysics, the more 
obvious it is that there are metaphysical presuppositions 
at the basis of his analysis. What, therefore, makes his 
theory of knowledge philosophically weak is his denun- 
ciation of metaphysics when the basis of his theory of 
knowledge is a metaphysic. 

To explain why there is organized experience is not 
an empiricist’s project; it is rather the proposal of one 
who assumes that in experience, more than experience 
itself is known. The explanatory factor for organizing ex- 
perience is not itself any organized experience. If one were 
to describe experiences, as a consistent empiricist pro- 
poses to do, nothing could be claimed as knowledge about 
a pure form, and a formless content. ‘These abstractions 
are not features of any analyzed experiences. They are 
rather assumptions with which Kant analyzes experiences, 
and then justifies these assumptions on the ground that 
they enable him to understand the nature of experience. 
But what Kant claims to know in his analysis is not only 
experience: it is also an explanation of why there are 
experiences which are organized as they are found to be 
organized. 


1. Inferences are made from experience to the properties 
of a reality other than experience. 


No belief about the existence of a reality external to 
experience, however, would ever be ventured if it were 
not first assumed that there is something other than ex- 
perience. The existence of such a reality is not inferred 
from experience: it is assumed, and the assumption that 
there is such a reality is the point of view with which 
some experiences are interpreted. 

A claim to know that there is any correlation between 
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features of experiences, and the properties of a reality 
other than experience, is a faith. It is a faith that there 
is a reality other than experience, and it is also a faith 
that some experiences are informative of its nature. With- 
out this faith, experiences would have to be construed as 
an empiricist proposes they should be: they alone would 
be regarded as the given which is known. 

If sensory experiences, for example, were accepted as 
the given, and no claim were made to knowledge of sen- 
sible properties of a physical reality, then, and only then, 
would sensory experiences be analyzed consistently with 
an empiricist’s premise. They woud be regarded as events, 
and not as events referring beyond themselves. But the 
fact that some experiences are regarded as referring to 
something beyond themselves is the “‘realistic’’ assump- 
tion. 

An empiricist, however, would acknowledge that 
there is such an assumption, but he would not presume to 
pass judgment on its warrant unless he were to become 
inconsistent with his premise. He could not pass judg- 
ment upon the warrant for any inference from experience 
to a reality other than experience, because he cannot pass 
judgment upon the warrant for assuming that there is 
a reality other than experience whose properties are in 
some way correlated with experiences. 

No one, therefore, may claim to be an empiricist 
when he presumes to say that knowledge-claims about the 
sensible properties of a physical world are warranted, 
whereas claims to a knowledge of a divine reality other 
than the physical world are not warranted. In so far as 
both the physical world, and the divine reality are trans- 
cendent of experience, both of these realities are in the 
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same category in so far as knowledge-claims are concerned. 
To assume that properties of a physical world can be 
known in experience is no less of an assumption, or faith, 
than is the belief that something of the nature of a divine 
reality transcendent of the physical world can be known. 

The warrant, however, for the faith that there is a 
physical world, as well as the warrant for the faith that 
there is a divine reality transcendent of the physical 
world, does not depend upon any experiences from which 
their reality may be inferred. It depends rather upon the 
truth of the belief that there is a physical world, and a 
divine reality. 

If there is a reality to which some experiences refer, 
the interpretation of some experiences as referring to 
such a reality is a true interpretation; and if there is no 
such reality, the interpretation is false. (3) In neither 
case, however, could an empiricist, if he is consistent, 
venture any comment, since he presumes to know experi- 
ence, and nothing of a reality other than experience. 

Philosophical empiricism may be said to be a point of 
view with which experiences are interpreted when a mini- 
mum of faith is involved. The only venture of faith which 
a strict empiricist in scientific procedure requires is the 
assumption that there will be other experiences to which 
present experiences may be correlated; and the assump- 
tion that what is known about present experiences is on 
the basis of what has been learned from past experiences. 
But if these beliefs about past and future experiences 
are not granted as warranted presuppositions, an empir- 
icist can consistently claim to know nothing: he can only 
aesthetically enjoy a present experience. 

If, however, it is assumed that there have been past 
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experiences of which something is known in the present: 
and if it is also assumed that there may be future experi- 
ences, then even an empiricist is not without faith. But, if 
one must admit the element of faith even in claiming to 
know something of past experience, it ought not be too 
excessive a strain to admit that a faith in a physical reali- 
ty other than experience might be ventured as warranted. 
Just where the warrant for faith must end is, of course, 
a problem. In fact, it is the whole problem in a theory 
of knowledge. 


2. A belief in the existence of a reality other than experi- 
ence is not an inference. 


Few individuals with a knowledge of scientific studies 
would today hesitate to assume an atomic structure of 
the physical world. And yet, the existence of such an 
atomic structure is not inferred from any sensory experi- 
ences. When, however, it 1s assumed that there are struc- 
tures which emit energy, and when it is further assumed 
that such radiations of energy can be detected, then it is 
assumed that something is known of an atomic structure. 
But this is very indirect reasoning; and yet, it is the same 
indirect reasoning which is involved in all knowledge- 
claims of any reality other than the data of experience. 

An analysis of physical bodies in terms of atoms can- 
not appeal to sensory experience for its warrant, since 
the very interpretation of marks on a photographic plate 
as evidence for an atom is an interpretation of sensory 
data from the point of view that there is an atomic struc- 
ture. Atoms are assumed to exist, and certain visual data 
are interpreted as manifestations of energy radiations 
from atoms. (4) Yet, the very claim to know something 
about atomic structure rests upon the elementary assump- 
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tion that what cannot be directly perceived, nevertheless, 
may exist. 

Interpretations of the properties of an atom are 
assumptions with which certain sensory data are inter- 
preted. From the observed features of oil-droplets be- 
tween charged plates, something is assumed as knowledge 
about the properties of electrons. But this claim to knowl- 
edge of the properties of electrons is not an inference from 
visual data. Rather, some visual data are interpreted as 
informative of an electron’s properties in a certain con- 
text, when the nature of an electron is first assumed. With 
this assumption, or point of view, some visual data are 
interpreted as referring to events which are accounted 
for as effects of an electron. But the evidence of visual 
data for an electron is an interpretation of visual experi- 
ence from the point of view of an hypothesis about atomic 
structure. 

Assumptions such as this would never become prob- 
lems in philosophical analysis if the warrant for inference 
did not itself constitute one of the problems of reflective 
life. When, however, inference becomes a problem in a 
philosophical analysis of experience, one becomes aware 
that much which passes for “experience” is simply as- 
sumptions taken for granted as the very conditions for 
interpreting experience. When, therefore, these assump- 
tions are clarified, one becomes aware that very little is 
“empirically given”. 

When, for example, one concludes from experiences 
that there are realities other than experience, he takes 
more for granted than experience: he also takes for grant- 
ed the point of view with which he interprets experiences. 
Such a point of view is specifically taken for granted 

when, from relations within experience, something is 
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assumed as knowledge of correlated relations in a physi- 
cal world. From an awareness only of relations in experi- 
ence, nothing would be inferred about relations between 
objects external to experience, unless the existence of such 
objects were first assumed. This assumption, however, ~ 
is taken for granted in the inference of “‘physical space’ 
from “‘perceptual space’; and unless the assumption were 
made that there is a correlation between relations in per- 
cepts and relations in a physical reality, nothing would 
be claimed as knowledge of relations in a physical reality. 

When from experiences, something is assumed to be 
known about a reality external to experience, an assump- 
tion is made about the correlation of. features of experi- 
ences, and properties of realities which are other than 
experiences. When such a correlation is assumed, it is 
then also assumed that there is a causal connection be- 
tween experiences and a reality other than experiences. 
But it is only when one assumes that there is a causal con- 
nection that one infers something of the properties of a 
reality other than his experiences from the features of his 
experiences. This inference, therefore, is not simply a 
deduction from experience: it is rather a deduction from 
the assumption that there is a reality other than experi- 
ence of which something is known by means of experi- 
ence. 

The fact that this is taken for granted by nearly every- 
one does not in the least lessen the fact that it 1s an as- 
sumption with which experiences are interpreted; and 
that by no stretch of careless language can it be said that 
the existence of a physical reality is “empirically given” 
in sensory experience. Sensory experiences to which at- 
tention is given are, however, so constantly construed to 
be informative of a reality other than experience, that 
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the assumptions involved in this interpretation are not 
even taken into account. 

Such a claim to a knowledge of a reality other than 
experience, on the basis of what is known in experience, 
is an instance of habitual induction, and the warrant for 
induction as a procedure is habitually taken for granted. 
If induction, however, were merely described as a pro- 
cedure in interpreting experiences, there would be no 
philosophical problem. It is only when an induction is 
made from experience, which an empiricist describes, 
to a reality other than experience, that the warrant for 
induction arises as a philosophical problem. 

Experiences may be described in an empirical analy- 
sis, but realities which are assumed to be other than ex- 
periences cannot be described without first making the 
assumptions about the informative character of experi- 
ence. When such description is attempted, however, 
features of experiences are assumed to be correlated with 
properties other than experience, and it is this assumption 
which constitutes a theoretical problem. Yet, this problem 
arises only when experience is analyzed from the point 
of view that there is something other than experience. 
If experience itself were assumed to be the object of 
knowledge, this problem of induction would not arise. 

From an awareness of the features of one experience, 
an empiricist predicts the occurrence of subsequent ex- 
periences with comparable features. Yet, when such 
recurrence of features in experience is predicted, the war- 
rant for prediction likewise becomes a problem even for 
an empiricist. 

Induction is not simply an assumption: it is a proce- 
dure based upon assumptions. Hence, the inductive pro- 
cedure cannot be justified by an appeal to experiences, 
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since experiences which are cited to justify the procedure 
have already been interpreted from the point of view that 
the procedure is justified. 

When confronted by this procedure, one must admit 
that it cannot be justified, since it is the very procedure 
used in arguing a justification. If there is one principle, 
therefore, which must be taken for granted, it is the prin- 
ciple of induction: it is the procedure of passing beyond 
the data of a present attention either in predicting com- 
parable experiences, or in claiming to know something 
of a reality external to experience. If, however, the claim 
to a knowledge of the properties of a reality external to 
experience is not warranted from the. data of experience, 
then the prediction of the occurrence of another experi- 
ence comparable to a present experience is likewise not 
justified. In either case, there is a “leap” from one thing 
to something else, and without this procedure, nothing 
could be claimed as knowledge. All attention would be 
confined to the features of a present experience. 

But even the empiricists are not satisfied to settle for 
this little. To do so would reduce empiricism to a solip- 
sism, and thus a skepticism toward every knowledge- 
claim beyond the moment. This would not only be a re- 
pudiation of science: it would also be a repudiation of the 
possibility for articulating such a philosophy. Unless, 
therefore, induction is accepted as a procedure—even 
though it cannot be justified by an appeal to experience— 
no interpretation of experience is possible. An interpreta- 
tion of experience, even as experience, is the correlation 
of one experience with another, and such correlation is a 
classification. One experience, however, cannot be classi- 
fied with another unless both are regarded as instances 
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of a type, and this very classification is an inductive pro- 
cedure. 


3. The belief that there is a reality other than experience 
is an assumption. 


Every interpretation of experience is from some point 
of view, and an empiricist regards the reference beyond 
experience itself simply as a point of view. Although it 
is a point of view, to be sure, no empiricist may, however, 
without dogmatism maintain that there is nothing to this 
point of view other than a peculiarity of experience. 

According to an empiricist, the belief that there is a 
reality is an experience, and it is not a point of view for 
interpreting the nature of something other than experi- 
ence. The empiricist’s point of view cannot indeed be 
discredited by a non-empiricist’s point of view any more 
than a non-empiricist’s point of view can be discredited 
by the empiricist’s point of view. These are two points 
of view with which experiences may be interpreted, and 
the difference of an empiricist’s point of view, and a non- 
empiricist’s point of view, constitutes a fundamental dif- 
ference in a theory about experience. When an empiri- 
cist analyzes experiences, he believes that experiences are 
known. When a non-empiricist analyzes experiences, he 
assumes that a reality other than experiences may be 
known by means of experience. 

It is obvious that “experience” does not mean the 
same in both theories of knowledge. For the empiricist, an 
analysis of experience discloses peculiarities of experi- 
ence: for a non-empiricist, an analysis of experience may 
be an interpretation of the nature of something other 
than experience. These two theories of knowledge are 
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not confused about the term “‘experience’’. Each is clear 
about the term, but each uses the term to designate a 
different object of knowledge, and each uses ‘‘object of 
knowledge” in different ways. 

That the term “perception” designates an experience 
is indeed a matter merely of terminology, but it is not just 
a matter of terminology to distinguish “perception of ex- 
perience’, and “perception of something other than 
experience”’. This distinction is a matter of propositions 
about the knowledge significance of experience, and it is 
not merely a matter of defining the term “‘experience’”’. 

As a matter of fact, a definition of this term can be 
stated only after a theory of knowledge has first been pre- 
supposed. When one assumes that the object of knowl- 
edge is itself experience, he defines experience as an event 
informative of experience. When, however, one assumes 
that the object which is known in experience may be 
something other than experience, he speaks of some ex- 
periences as possibly informative of a reality other than 
experience. 

A strict empiricist does not, of course, attempt to 
analyze the warrant for assuming that there is informa- 
tion of a reality other than experiences. He takes it for 
granted that there is no warrant for this assumption. A 
non-empiricist, on the other hand, sees no warrant to dis- 
credit the belief that there is something other than ex- 
perience, and he looks upon the empiricist as pre-judging 
experience by his premise that what 1s known is experi- 
ence, and nothing other than experience. This is the 
deadlock in philosophical analysis, and it cannot be re- 
solved in the contest of the empiricist and the non-empiri- 
cist theories of knowledge. 

The basis for the difference of empiricist and non- 
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empiricist theories of knowledge is with the interpreta- 
tion of what may be claimed as knowledge in experience. 
According to the empiricist, experience is known: not 
something other than it. According to the non-empiricist, 
some experiences may refer to a reality which is other 
than experience, and so something of its nature may be 
known in experience. 


4. The claim to a knowledge of a reality external to ex- 
perience is a projection beyond experience. 


Relations in experience may be described as experi- 
ences, even when no claim to a knowledge of any reality 
other than experience is made. When, however, relations 
within experience are taken to be informative of relations 
between objects other than experience, more than experi- 
ence is appealed to in making this claim. Visual experi- 
ences, for example, may be interpreted as pointing to 
physical stars. But a belief in the existence of stars as 
sources from which energy radiates to the human eye is as 
much a projection beyond experience, as is the belief that 
each star is a gravitational center. ‘The interpretation of a 
physical star in terms of a gravitational center is, how- 
ever, not an interpretation of sensory experiences. It is 
rather an interpretation of the nature of a reality of 
which it is assumed one has awareness in some sensory 
experiences. 

This interpretation cannot be explained in terms of 
sensory experiences, since what the properties of a star 
are believed to be are projections beyond sensory experl- 
ence. They are interpretations not of experiences: but of 
realities of whose properties something is assumed to be 
known in some experiences, and if it were not for the 
interpretation of the nature of realities external to ex- 
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perience, nothing would be claimed as knowledge except 
the features of experience. 

When, however, it is assumed that there are bodies 
external to experiences, experiences are interpreted in a 
way that they would not be interpreted if this assumption 
were not made. And this assumption itself accounts for 
the difference between speaking of “perceptions as ex- 
periences” and “‘perceptions as experiences of a reality 
other than experience”’. 

From what is assumed to be the properties of a reality 
other than experience, inferences are made about the 
knowledge-value of experience. It is inferred that since 
there are realities with certain properties, these proper- 
ties are experienced when there are experiences with cer- 
tain features. Yet, the correlation of features in experi- 
ence with properties of a reality other than experience is 
an inference secondary to a projection. It is only when a 
reality beyond experience is assumed, and experiences 
are interpreted from the point of view of this assumption, 
that features of experience are construed to be correlated 
with properties of a reality other than experience. 

Without this assumption, experiences might be 
analyzed as experiences, but they could not be analyzed 
as informative of something other than experience. What 
is claimed of such realities from the data of experience 
is determined by what is thought about the nature of such 
realities. When, for example, one speaks of his “percep- 
tion of a star’, or his “‘perception of a planet’, the pro- 
perties he claims to know of either star or planet on the 
evidence of his sensory experiences, are consistent with 
what he assumes about their nature. What is perceived in 
both cases, however, are only luminous dots in relation 
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to other luminous dots, but some of these dots are inter- 
preted from the point of view that there are planets 
which move in elliptical orbits about the sun. Other data 
are interpreted as perceptions of stars which exist outside 
the solar system. Nothing, however, of the nature either 
of planets or stars is disclosed in sensory data. It is rather 
that one fits his visual experiences into an interpretation 
of the world, and the ones he fits into his interpretation 
are interpreted from the point of view of the hypothesis 
of the nature of the world. 

The claim to knowledge that our galaxy consists of 
three hundred thousand millions of stars is, for example, 
not based on perceptions. It is an hypothesis about the 
cosmic context of our earth with which some perceptions 
are interpreted. No one, even with the help of the Hale 
telescope, would speak of perceiving this vast universe. 
What is perceived on photographs with the two hundred 
inch telescope are luminous pin points, and these pin 
points are interpreted as vast bodies at incredible dis- 
tances from the earth. A reading of a photograph of the 
heavens is an interpretation of luminous points in a visual 
field as correlations with bodies in a physical field, whose 
vast totality constitutes the physical world. 

What is claimed as knowledge of the physical world 
from the reading of photographs is, therefore, not an in- 
ference from the photographs. ‘The photographs, rather, 
are interpreted from the point of view of the hypothesis 
of the vast world with its millions of stars, and its count- 
less galaxies. Thus the visual data acquired in reading 
photographs do not constitute a knowledge comprising 
astronomy: knowledge in astronomy consists of proposi- 
tions about the nature of physical bodies—planets, stars, 
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and galaxies—and these are not inferences from sensory 
data, but are hypotheses with which sensory data are in- 
terpreted. 

The difference, therefore, in modern and ancient 
astronomies is not primarily the advance of the modern 
photographic telescope. It is rather the point of view of 
the modern astronomer who interprets photographs; since 
even modern photographs in the hands of the ancients 
would have been interpreted just as the ancients inter- 
preted the visual data of the unaided eye. 

What may be said about the projective character be- 
yond experience in the interpretations of astronomy may 
also be said about religious faith. A religious faith that 
“the heavens declare the glory of God” is an interpreta- 
tion of the source of the physical world. It is not an inter- 
pretation of visual data: it is an interpretation of the sig- 
nificance of the physical world in a divine purpose. But 
even the belief in a physical world is an interpretation; 
not of experience, but of a reality other than experience; 
and with this interpretation, certain experiences are in 
turn interpreted as informative of some of its properties. 
The belief in a physical world, as well as the belief in a 
divine creator of the physical world, are projections be- 
yond experiences; and both beliefs are expressions of the 
faith with which some experiences are interpreted. 
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INTERPRETATIONS AS CONSTRUCTS 


THE assumptions with which experiences are interpreted 
are ‘constructs’; and there is no interpretation of any 
experience without such constructs. 

When this function of constructs, or complex assump- 
tions, is acknowledged in the interpretation of sensory 
experiences, one cannot help but be impressed with 
the naive analysis proposed by the empiricist Locke: 
“he that would not deceive himself ought to build his 
hypothesis on matter of fact, and make it out by sensible 
experience:, ):(1) 

One need only examine a few of the hypotheses, or 
complex assumptions, in empirical science to become 
aware of the non-sensory source for the concepts with 
which the physical world is interpreted. 


1. Constructs are interpretations. 


Galileo’s law, for example, that in a medium of zero 
density, physical bodies fall with equal acceleration, is 
not a statement about sensory experiences, and it is not 
even a generalization based on the evidence of actual ob- 
servations. It is, rather, an interpretation of an ideal situa- 
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tion, which it was not even experimentally possible for 
Galileo to create. 

Yet, without a vacuum, Galileo formulated this prin- 
ciple, and with this principle as an hypothesis, he made 
corrections in the data he observed. But, such corrections 
would never have been ventured were it not for the prin- 
ciple itself he proposed. This is, of course, circular. ‘The 
hypothesis stipulates which corrections in observed data 
must be taken into account in order to substantiate the 
principle. 

This circular procedure, however, seems to run 
counter to what popular opinion construes as “empirical 
verification”. Yet, notwithstanding popular opinion, such 
is the procedure in an empirical verification of this hy- 
pothesis, as well as in the empirical verification of other 
hypotheses in science. 

Galileo, it must be pointed out, did not observe the 
constant rate of acceleration of bodies. ‘The constant rate 
of such acceleration of bodies, irrespective of their weight, 
is a property of bodies only in an ideal context. But Galli- 
leo did not observe bodies in an ideal context. He did 
however, have the intelligence to interpret falling bodies 
from the point of view of the hypothesis he proposed, 
and with this hypothesis he then made the corrections 
which alone could make observations compatible with his 
hypothesis. 

Individuals who regard this circular procedure in 
physical science as “‘empirical,’’ nevertheless, object to 
the same procedure in religious life. A religious indi- 
vidual may, for example, interpret the physical world as 
a manifestation of a creator’s activity; and in some of the 
features of the world, he may find evidence for a divine 
purpose expressed in the world. The procedure obviously 
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is circular. Yet, it has the same circular character as the 
procedure in the verification of Galileo’s hypothesis. Gali- 
leo’s hypothesis stipulates the conditions which must be 
fulfilled for its verification, and when conditions are so 
controlled, evidence then is found to confirm the hypothe- 
SiS. 

As another instance of this circular procedure in the 
empirical method of physical science, one may consider 
the Law of Boyle. ‘The Law of Boyle has been regarded 
as a generalization applicable to all ideal gases, even 
though now it has been found to be applicable only to a 
few actual gases. This reduction, however, in the range 
of the applicability of this generalization has not per- 
suaded scientists to withdraw the classification of “law” 
from this particular correlation of volume, pressure, and 
temperature. But to preserve the category of “law” for 
this correlation, the scope of its application had to be 
reduced. 

Thus one procedure in empirical science is to select 
conditions to substantiate hypotheses: and when some 
conditions are found to be unsuited for substantiating an 
hypothesis, they are regarded as outside the range of the 
hypothesis. 

This procedure is all a part of sober science in inter- 
preting physical reality. Yet, it is a procedure which is 
frowned upon by some when it is employed in religious 
life. A religious individual, to be sure, does not cite every 
incident in his experience to substantiate his belief that 
there is a divine purpose. He rather selects from among 
the events in his life, those which he regards as evidence 
for substantiating his belief that there is a divine pur- 
pose. If some such selection were not made, faith in a 
divine purpose would be discredited even for a religious 
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individual. But when events are selected from the point 
of view that there is a divine purpose working itself out in 
human life, and in the physical world, the faith itself 
gains credibility. 

The credibility of a religious interpretation, there- 
fore, rests upon the wisdom of an individual to select 
events in life to be interpreted by a religious faith. If 
this is an arbitrary procedure, it must be acknowledged 
that it is the very same procedure which is regarded as 
warranted in physical science, since hypotheses in science 
retain their credibility only when their applicability is 
delimited. 

What saves hypotheses in science from being dis- 
credited is the reduction in the scope of their application. 
This same principle might well be applied in human life 
to preserve the interpretative significance of some reli- 
gious beliefs. 

The belief that there is a divine purpose, and that 
certain events in human life are instances of its manifes- 
tation, is a faith with which events in life are interpreted. 
This interpretative procedure is circular, but it is no 
more so than the procedure in formulating and testing 
scientific hypotheses. The scientific hypothesis, for exam- 
ple, of the gravitational constant is equally circular. ‘This 
hypothesis is the belief that “‘the acceleration of gravity 
(is) a constant near the surface of the earth”. (2) With 
this belief, observable events are interpreted, and only 
because it is assumed that there is a constant pattern in 
the occurrence of events in the physical world, is the 
principle formulated. Yet, this is as circular as is the 
argument that events in human life which are instances 
of a divine purpose are evidences of a divine purpose. 
In both cases, the point of view with which an interpre- 
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tation is made is itself an interpretation. If one did not 
have the faith that there is a divine purpose, no events 
in human life would be interpreted as instances of it. If, 
however, there is such a purpose, and if the events which 
are interpreted as instances of it are actually instances 
of it, then the individual who ventures this interpretation 
has a knowledge which others do not have who do not 
interpret such events from such a point of view. And the 
same may be said of the individual claiming knowledge 
of the physical world from certain points of view of 
scientific hypotheses. If one did not interpret occurrences 
in the physical world with the hypothesis of a gravita- 
tional constant, for example, he would never find empiri- 
cal evidence for the justification of the notion of such a 
constant. 

The individual, therefore, who like the eighteenth 
century astronomer, Laplace, should turn his telescope 
toward the heavens and declare there is no God, or divine 
purpose, because neither can be observed, is as profound 
as the person who should look into a telescope and dis- 
believe in the reality of a universal gravitational attrac- 
tion in the physical world. Such gravitational attraction 
cannot be observed through a telescope, even though 
evidence of it might be detected by the use of a telescope. 
A divine purpose is likewise not the type of reality which 
can be focused upon by a telescope. A telescope may 
direct attention upon a segment of the physical world, 
but the significance of the segment as a fragment in a 
divine purpose cannot be observed in the telescope. 


2. Constructs are experiences. 


Some beliefs in the history of physical science are now 
recognized to be unsatisfactory interpretations of physical 
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reality. ‘They have, therefore, been eliminated from the 
knowledge-claims of present science. The history of sci- 
ence consists in such a revision of ideas by the introduc- 
tion of other ideas which are regarded as more informed 
of the nature of the reality which scientists seek to know. 
For a time, for example, the model of the solar system was 
regarded as a helpful device in interpreting the proper- 
ties of an atomic structure. (3) But, as more and more 
interpretations of wave phenomena were proposed, inter- 
pretations of the atom after an analogy to the solar system 
was found to be unsatisfactory. Bohr’s model, however, 
still retains the advantage of all pictorial representa- 
tions of interpretations: it makes vivid certain relation- 
ships. Yet, such relationships might, nevertheless, be char- 
acterized without the use of a model which spatializes 
interpretations. 

There is always some difference in a model and in an 
interpretation of a reality which is graphically portrayed 
by means of the model. But when the differences in the 
model and in the interpretation of a reality are recog- 
nized, one is already aware of the informative inadequacy 
of the model. Although inadequate for “‘representing”’ a 
reality, a model may, nevertheless, designate a reality; 
an interpretation of which cannot be graphically repre- 
sented in a spatial model. Under such circumstances, a 
model would then serve a symbolic function, just as lan- 
guage serves. It would designate a reality: not “copy” the 
reality to which it refers. 

The distinction, however, between a model and a 
reality designated by means of a model can be made only 
by the individual who assumes to know something of the 
properties of a reality designated by the model. Only one 
who assumes to know a reality other than a model can be 
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even aware that a model has symbolic functions. An in- 
dividual, therefore, who confuses a model and the reality 
designated by it, is in the same category as the primitive 
who confuses signs with realities other than signs, and 
consequently identifies a symbol with a non-symbolic 
reality. ‘his confusion is indeed an index of mentality; 
but the type of mentality of which this confusion is an 
index is not by any means confined to primitive com- 
munities. 

Just as the individual who finds no deficiency in the 
Bohr model for symbolizing the properties of atomic 
structure knows little of wave phenomena, so likewise, 
the individual who sees no deficiency in anthropomor- 
phic symbols for portraying the divine reality knows 
little of properties which would be compatible with a 
cosmic purpose, or a cosmic creator. But to appreciate 
what a reality would be in order to fulfill cosmic func- 
tions, is to have a criterion by which to realize the de- 
ficiency of all pictorial representations of the divine 
reality. ‘he disparity of pictorial representations, and 
the divine reality in which a religious individual believes, 
is so vast that one readily realizes the limitations of pic- 
torial symbols in religious lhfe—even though he need 
not necessarily be convinced of equal limitations in the 
symbolic process, since even a reference beyond the stars 
to their Creator is a symbolic reference. 

In any symbolic reference, one must always make a 
distinction between what is assumed to be known of a 
reality, and the reality itself of which something is as- 
sumed as knowledge. A failure to make this distinction 
is, indeed, a failure to understand what constitutes 
knowledge. An ability, however, to make this distinction 
is the type of intelligence which constitutes the minimum 
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condition for science; and it is the same type of intelli- 
gence which constitutes the minimum condition for a 
religious individual’s reverence of a divine reality in dis- 
tinction to an awesome regard for the symbols by which 
it is designated. 

The more that knowledge is claimed of a reality 
other than experience, the more effective must symbols 
be to direct attention to such a reality. Symbolizing is just 
the process of using symbols to draw attention to what 
is referred to. Symbols, therefore, not only may designate 
a reality to which one refers, but they may also record 
an interpretation of such a reality. Yet, when symbols 
record interpretations of a reality they direct attention 
not only to interpretations, but also to the reality which 
is interpreted. If an interpretation designated by a sym- 
bol is informed of the nature of a reality which is inter- 
preted, then the symbol also designates such properties 
of the reality which is interpreted. 

Symbols in science designate interpretations of the 
physical world; but a scientific knowledge of a physical 
reality does not consist of symbols. It consists rather of 
interpretations which are symbolically stated. 

The failure, however, to realize that an interpreted 
reality, as well as an interpretation of a reality, may be 
designated by a symbol accounts for philosophical posi- 
tions which maintain that what is known is only the 
symbol, or the symbolic construct. (4) Jf, however, a 
reality other than experience may be interpreted, and 
if the interpretation may be designated by a symbol, 
then the interpretation of such a reality is also known 
when the meaning of the symbol is known. If, consequent- 
ly, an interpretation is informed of the nature of a non- 
symbolic reality, the symbols which designate the inter- 
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pretation are then a shorthand designation of a knowl- 
edge of the non-symbolic reality. 

Knowledge, neither in science, nor in religious life, 
consists of symbols. And neither scientific nor religious 
knowledge is even dependent upon symbols. What is 
dependent upon symbols is simply a statement of an in- 
terpretation of a reality. 

Knowledge does not consist of symbols, but of inter- 
pretations informed of the nature of realities which one 
proposes to interpret. One type of such reality may be 
symbols; but if the nature of reality is not exhausted by 
symbols, then possible knowledge is likewise not neces- 
sarily confined to symbols. 

Statements of interpretations in scientific and reli- 
gious literature are symbolic expressions. ‘These symbolic 
expressions are constructs in the sense that man constructs 
symbolic systems to state his interpretations. But both in 
physical science and in religious life, the realities whose 
natures are interpreted are not symbolic statements, and 
so are not merely constructs. (5) 

Constructs are man’s creations. The physical world 
and the divine reality are not. They are possible objects 
of man’s knowledge, and when their nature is discovered, 
man will have an informed science, and an informed 
religious life. 
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INTERPRETATIONS STATED IN SYMBOLS 


A SYMBOL may designate an experience; but it may also 
be used to designate an interpretation of what is believed 
to be other than experience. One experience, for example, 
may be designated ‘“‘first’”, and another experience may 
be designated “second”. ‘First’? and “‘second”’ are lan- 
guage terms. But their significance as language terms is 
their designation of a certain serial order. A serial order 
in experience, however, is a non-symbolic condition for 
the very meaning of the symbols “‘first’’ and “second.” 

A designation of one experience by the symbol “‘first”’, 
and a designation of another experience by a symbol 
‘‘second’’, are experiences, but the order of experiences 
is not an experience. Yet, a strict empiricist believes that 
ordered experiences can be satisfactorily analyzed with- 
out referring to anything other than particular experi- 
ences. This belief, of course, is not an empirical analysis 
of experiences, either of designati6n, or of naming. It is 
rather a presupposition about the nature of what can be 
known in experiences. 

When an empiricist assumes that nothing other than 
experience can be known, it is obviously consistent for 
him to maintain that the range of knowledge-claims is 
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confined to experiences. ‘This conclusion simply follows 
from his premise, and so there can be no criticism of his 
logic. ‘The ground for a criticism of an empiricist, how- 
ever, is with his premise about the nature of what is 
known, and what can be known. 

The premise of an empiricist is one point of view 
with which experiences are interpreted. But there is 
another point of view other than the empiricist’s with 
which experiences may also be interpreted. This is the 
point of view that some experiences are responses to 
realities other than experience. The empiricist’s position 
that all knowledge is confined to experience, however, is 
not an analysis of experience. It is rather a dogmatic pre- 
supposition about the knowledge-value of experience, and 
from this point of view, the empiricist argues about what 
cannot be known other than experience. 

Consistency of argument is indeed a possibility for 
anyone who can think clearly within the confines of his 
own premise. A premise from which one argues is one 
possible point of view, but the possibility of a point of 
view is no evidence for the warrant of the point of view. 
Yet, it is the warrant for the empiricist’s point of view 
which constitutes the whole problem in evaluating em- 
piricism as a theory of knowledge, and not merely as a 
logically consistent analysis of a premise. If internal con- 
sistency were the only criterion for the soundness of an 
argument, no criticism could be directed against an em- 
piricist’s philosophy provided, of course, it were inter- 
nally consistent. The evaluation of an empiricist’s theory 
of knowledge, however, is not a problem of logic: it is 
rather a problem of the adequacy of an empiricist’s pre- 
mise to state what is known in experience. 

Even in describing experiences, an empiricist must 
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distinguish between experiences which are regarded as 
referring to other experiences, and experiences which 
are regarded as referring to a reality assumed to be other 
than experience. In making this distinction, however, one 
becomes aware of the fact that it is dogmatic to maintain 
that all that is known is just experiences. If some experi- 
ences are “of something’, the preposition “of” is then 
very significant in designating a possible object of aware- 
ness. An empiricist, however, would maintain that an 
awareness of the object to which attention is. directed is 
itself experience. Although the argument is, indeed, con- 
sistent, it raises a metalogical problem. The problem is 
with the adequacy of the description. of experience. 

If experience may be actually described as simply an 
attending to experience itself, then no criticism whatso- 
ever could be directed against an empiricist. But the 
adequacy of an empiricist’s description of experience is 
just what may be contested. What is contested, therefore, 
in evaluating empiricism as a theory of knowledge is 
simply the empiricist’s characterization of “the object” 
of claims to knowledge. 

Claims to knowledge are experiences, but the object 
of such knowledge-claims need not necessarily be ex- 
periences. Hence, in describing experiences, one must 
distinguish between an interest in experience, and an 
interest in a reality which is assumed to be other than 
experience. That there is no such reality, is something 
an empiricist cannot claim to know—if he is to confine 
his claims of knowledge to experience. But what an em- 
piricist can acknowledge is that some experiences refer 
beyond themselves to something which is believed to be 
other than experience. 

Locke, for example, was aware of this reference. In 
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describing experiences, therefore, he distinguished ex- 
periences which are not assumed to refer beyond them- 
selves from those which are assumed to refer beyond them- 
selves. But he made an inference which is incompatible 
with an empirical description of experience when he 
declared that there are realities other than experience 
to which experiences refer. This, of course, is going be- 
yond an empirical description of experiences. It is rather 
a claim to know a reality other than experience. 

Locke, however, made this claim because he assumed 
that there is such a reality. Yet, the warrant for this as- 
sumption is not a matter of accuracy in describing 
experiences. ‘The reference in experience to what is 
assumed to be other than experience may well be de- 
scribed by an empiricist as an experience. But to assume 
that the reference is warranted is no more within the 
province of an empiricist than it is within his province 
to assume that it is not warranted. 

‘This reference is assumed to be warranted only when 
it is assumed that there is a reality, something of whose 
nature can be known in experience. But when this is 
assumed, more than experience is regarded as the object 
of knowledge: the object of knowledge is assumed to be 
that reality other-than-experience to which some experi- 
ences refer. 

A language term has “‘a sense’, or a meaning, only 
when it refers to what is other than itself. (1) This refer- 
ence beyond itself is its symbolic significance. ‘The basic 
problem of knowledge in an analysis of language is what 
a symbol with sense actually designates. ‘The sense of a 
symbol is a language distinction, and therefore an em- 
piricist argues that all that is known in ‘the use of lan- 
guage is experience. But that to which a symbol with 
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sense refers may also be regarded as a reality other than 
experience. ‘These are entirely different theories of 
knowledge. According to the one, the object of knowledge 
is the symbol. According to the other, a symbol with a 
meaning refers to a reality other than language, and often 
to a reality other than experience. 

According to the second theory, an interpretation of 
a reality other than experience is the sense of some sym- 
bols. ‘The sense of a symbol is the reality it designates, and 
if the reality designated is an experience, then the fea- 
tures of an experience constitute the sense of the symbol. 
If, however, the reality designated by a symbol is other 
than experience, then such a reality. is the sense of the 
symbol. But to maintain that there is no informed inter- 
pretation whatsoever of such a reality is a dogmatism with 
which language symbolism is interpreted. 

Such a dogmatic theory of knowledge does not, of 
course, arise from an analysis of language, but from an 
assumption about what can be known. When it is as- 
sumed that nothing can be known of a reality other than 
experience, language as experience is claimed as the ob- 
ject of knowledge. Yet, an emphasis upon language as 
the object of all knowledge-claims does not follow from 
an analysis of experience: it is rather an expression of a 
dogmatic theory that only experience can be known. 
This dogmatic point of view is the empiricist’s theory 
of knowledge in distinction to the empirical method for 
describing experience. 

There is no necessary correlation between an empiri- 
cal method, and an empiricist’s theory of knowledge. An 
empirical method is simply a procedure for describing 
experience. Every description of experience, therefore, 
is an instance of the empirical method. But an empiri- 
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cist’s theory of knowledge is a proposition about what 
can be known. It is a dogmatic assertion that experience 
is known, and only experience is known, or knowable. 

A confusion, therefore, between the empirical meth- 
od as a procedure, and the empiricist’s theory of knowl- 
edge, accounts for the dogmatism that when an empir- 
ical procedure is adopted, all that may be claimed as 
knowledge is confined to an empiricist’s theory of knowl- 
edge. This, however, is not the case. 

If there is a reality other than experience, one may 
designate an interpretation of it by symbols. But when 
symbols are used to designate interpretations of a reality 
other than language, the symbolic function of the inter- 
pretation itself must be taken into account. ‘The symbolic 
function of language, in this case, would be a directing 
of attention beyond language itself, and so the nature 
of that to which it directs attention would not even be 
within the province of a language analyst to pass judg- 
ment upon. Analysts of language, of course, pass such 
judgments, but they pass these judgments not upon 
language, but upon what is symbolized in language. 

To maintain that all symbols designate experience, 
and nothing other than experience, is simply dogmatic. 
To maintain, however, that some symbols designate ex- 
perience, and other symbols designate interpretations of 
a reality which may be other than experience, is not dog- 
matic. To maintain, therefore, that some interpretations 
may be informed of such a reality other than experience 
is likewise free of the dogmatism from which radical 
empiricisms are not free. 

Experiences may be interpreted from the point of 
view of more than one premise, and any one of these 
interpretations may constitute an internally consistent 
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philosophy. But there will, of course, be different phil- 
osophies, because there are different interpretations of 
what may be known. 


1. A symbolic expression is not itself evidence for a 
reality other than experience. 


When by means of symbols an individual states an 
interpretation of a reality, the meaning of the symbols is 
for him his interpretation of the reality. A law in physical 
science, for example, is an interpretation of relationships 
which are believed to be properties of the physical world. 
As an interpretation, the law obviously is not a property 
of the physical world. It is a significantly stated inter- 
pretation; and an interpretation is an experience. But 
what is interpreted is not necessarily experience. 

‘The assumption of every so-called realistic theory of 
knowledge is that there is a physical world whose nature 
is interpreted in the so-called “laws” of physical science. 
The belief, for example, that there is a correlation be- 
tween the volume, pressure, and temperature of a gas is an 
interpretation of the properties of a physical reality. 
When stated as a generalization, this interpretation is a 
“scientific law’. 

According to a realistic theory of knowledge, the 
reality interpreted in the laws of physical science is exter- 
nal to experience. When its properties are interpreted, so 
that these properties inform interpretations, the inter- 
pretations are then said to be scientific knowledge. 

Laws in science are assumed to have an interpretative 
function. As interpretations, they are experiences, but 
the reality which they are assumed to interpret may be 
other than experience. It is careless terminology, there- 
fore, to speak of discovering a law: what is discovered are 
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properties of a reality in some particular context, selected 
to substantiate an interpretation formulated as a law. 

Every interpretation of a reality is to some extent 
other than the reality which is interpreted. The very fact 
that there is a distinction between an interpretation, and 
what is interpreted, is itself an acknowledgment that 
there are two entities. An interpretation of a reality is a 
claim to knowledge, and the reality of which knowledge 
is claimed is other than the knowledge claimed of it. This 
distinction, however, is commonly glossed over in accom- 
modation to the presuppositions that what is known is 
experience. 

Claims to knowledge indeed are experiences, but what 
makes one experience a claim to knowledge, and another 
experience not a claim to knowledge, is the very distinc- 
tion itself between symbolic devices and what is symbol- 
ized. A symbol is always assumed to designate a reality 
which is other than the symbol. Such symbolic function, 
for example, is performed by the term “God” to designate 
a completely trustworthy reality. In contexts other than 
religious faith, the symbol “god” may designate anything. 
Hence, from the use of a symbol, nothing may be inferred 
about what is designated. More than a symbol must there- 
fore be known before the significance of the symbol itself 
can be ascertained. What must be known is the context 
which is referred to when the symbol is used. 

But the clarification of a context in which a symbol 
is used is an interpretation of the referent of the symbol. 
When Feuerbach, for example, uses the symbol “god”, 
he refers to human experience. For him, the term “god” 
designates an individual’s most respected ideal. Hence, 
when the symbol “‘god’’ is used as Feuerbach uses it, no 
individual could be designated an “atheist”: whatever 
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an individual values most is for him the significance 
designated by the symbol “‘god”’. 

Feuerbach is entitled to state, as he does, the nature 
of the context to which he refers when he uses this parti- 
cular term, but he certainly is not entitled to maintain 
that no other sense may be associated with the symbol 
than the sense he proposes. The term ‘‘God” may be used 
to designate a reality which is transcendent of experience, 
and this stipulation is as sound a procedure as is Feuer- 
bach’s. The symbol ‘‘God” is an arbitrary mark, but what 
is not arbitrary for an individual who believes that there 
is a divine reality transcendent of experience, and of the 
physical world, is the interpretation.of this reality which 
is designated by the symbol “God”. For the individual 
who believes that there is a divine reality other than the 
physical world, upon which the physical world is depend- 
ent, either for its origin, or for its purpose, or for both, 
the term “God” has a very special symbolic function. 

When an individual believes that there is a divine 
reality other than human life, and other than the physical 
world, he uses the symbol “God” in a way that another 
does not use the symbol who does not believe that there 
is such a reality. From the use of a symbol, therefore, 
nothing may be inferred about the knowledge-value of 
the interpretation designated by the symbol. ‘The signifi- 
cance of a symbol, however, can be ascertained by know- 
ing which reality is designated by a symbol. ‘The clarifica- 
tion of this symbolic function is thus an interpretation 
not only of a language-term, but also of a reality desig- 
nated by a language-term. 

When the symbolic function of language is presup- 
posed, it is assumed that something is designated. 
What is designated may be interpretations; but interpre- 
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tations may in turn be of realities other than symbols. 
This specific assumption is implied in the religious use of 
language symbols for designating a divine reality. 

An interpretation may be designated by a symbol. 
But when a reality other than experience is assumed, an 
interpretation of its nature may also be designated by 
symbols. ‘This latter symbolic procedure must, however, 
be distinguished from the procedure in which a symbol is 
used with a certain meaning, and from the meaning 
of the symbol, a reality other than the meaning is 
inferred. The latter procedure is the method of all 
who use the ontological argument. In the ontological 
argument, one begins with an idea of a reality, and from 
the idea of its existence, infers the existence of a reality 
other than the idea. Descartes, for one, believed that from 
his “idea of a thing more perfect than (him)self, it follows 
that this thing really exists.” (2) The argument, of course, 
disregards the distinction between an idea of a reality 
other than experience, and the reality other than experi- 
ence of which there is an idea. From the idea of a reality 
other than experience, nothing, however, may be inferred 
about the existence of a reality other than experience. 
But when it is assumed that there is such a reality, inter- 
pretations of its nature may be stated as knowledge- 
claims. 

All who propose the ontological argument, therefore, 
reveal not only an ignorance of the nature of symbolism, 
but also what is far more tragic than any ignorance of 
academic distinctions: they disclose an arrogance which 
cannot appreciate the limitations of the resources for 
gaining knowledge of a reality other than experience. 

Descartes, for example, assumed that he knew the 
-nature of God, and because he was so confident that he 
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had this information, he passed from his idea of God to 
the reality of God, as if there were an equivalence of the 
two. ‘This passage is manifested in Descartes’ affirmation 
that since he possesses ‘‘an idea of God (asa mind). . . it 
must of necessity be admitted that it is... a thinking 
being, and that it possesses in itself. . . all the perfection 
I attribute to Deity.” (3) Descartes presumes that what 
he believes to be the nature of God is the criterion itself 
by which knowledge-claims of the nature of God are to be 
evaluated. That this bigotry is the underlying mentality 
of all who use the ontological argument cannot be con- 
cealed. Whenever the ontological argument is proposed, 
knowledge-claims are confused with “knowledge of’; 
and interpretations of a divine reality are confused with 
the nature of the divine reality. 

Descartes believed that God is “substance infinite, 
eternal, independent, all-knowing, all-powerful, by which 
everything that exists (was) . . . created.” This idea of 
the divine reality is Descartes’ interpretation, and when 
he uses the term “God”, he means a reality such as is des- 
ignated by this interpretation. But the reality which Des- 
cartes proposes to designate when he uses the symbol 
“God” is not his interpretation. Hence he does not begin 
his argument for the reality of God with his idea of a 
divine reality, and from the idea infers that there is a 
divine reality. He begins rather with a faith that there 
is a divine reality, and he regards his idea of God as an 
informed interpretation of the nature of the divine realli- 
ty. But this judgment upon his interpretation is possible 
only because he assumes to know something of a reality 
other than his interpretation. 

Many ideas have been proposed as interpretations of 
the divine reality: and yet, from ideas of the divine 
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reality, nothing is known other than interpretations, 
unless the interpretations are informed. That some are 
informed is an assumption; and it is also an assumption 
about the existence of a reality other than interpreta- 
tions. A disregard for this distinction between an inter- 
pretation, and a reality which is interpreted, however, 
accounts for Descartes’ proposal to argue the reality of 
God from the idea of the reality of God. But since the 
idea of the reality of God is of something other than one’s 
idea, the faith that there is a divine reality is already 
affirmed by the individual who proposes the ontological 
argument. This is obvious in the case of Anselm, from 
whom Descartes appropriated the argument, without, 
however, making one distinction which Anselm makes. 

Anselm affirms the faith that “thou art a being than 
which nothing greater can be conceived.” (4) ‘This, how- 
ever, is not the premise of an ontological argument: it 
is rather a statement of faith about the existence of a 
reality other than any interpretations. But ignoring the 
assumption of the existence of such a reality, Anselm pro- 
posed to argue that when there is the idea of God as “‘that, 
than which nothing greater can be conceived (then) there 
is no doubt that there exists a being, than which nothing 
greater can be conceived.” 

The confusion is obvious. Anselm believes that there 
is ‘‘a being than which nothing greater can be conceived”, 
and with this faith, he proposes a statement about the 
nature of God. From this statement, he then assumes 
that he infers the existence of God in Whom he has his 
faith. But his faith is in the reality of God; an interpre- 
tation of Whom is the statement from which he presumes 
to demonstrate His existence. 

That there is a divine reality, is a faith, and with this 
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faith, a religious individual interprets not only a reality 
other than his faith: he also interprets his faith. When 
the referent of faith is assumed to be a divine reality 
other than human experience, interpretations of this 
reality are themselves interpreted from the point of view 
of religious faith. Hence, a religious individual has a 
faith in the informed nature of interpretations of a divine 
reality, as well as in the divine reality he interprets. 


2. Religious faith may be assumed to interpret a reality 
other than experience. 


A religious individual does not assume that because 
there is a theological statement about the nature of a 
divine reality, there is a divine reality. He_ believes, 
rather, that there is a divine reality, and believing that 
something of its nature can be known in experience, he 
regards those interpretations of its nature to be informed 
which he believes interprets the nature of the divine 
reality. 

Some point of view about a divine reality must, there- 
fore, be regarded as informed before a theological state- 
ment can be evaluated as warranted. A religious indi- 
vidual who passes judgment upon a theological belief as- 
sumes that he knows something, not only about theology, 
but also about the divine reality. But when a theology 
consists of interpretations informed of the divine reality, 
it is informative not only of religious beliefs, but also of 
a reality other than religious beliefs. An evaluation of 
the merits of a theology, therefore, 1s not a matter purely 
of internal consistency, or of the logical use of language. 
It is also a matter of which beliefs are assumed to be in- 
formed of the nature of the divine reality. 
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FAITH IN KNOWLEDGE-CLAIMS 


AN HYPOTHESIS is an assumption proposed to inter- 
pret some reality. When an hypothesis is stated, it is a 
proposition; and it may be said to be a true proposition 
when the interpretation stated in the hypothesis is in- 
formed of the nature of the reality which one endeavours 
to interpret. 

An hypothesis, however, cannot even be evaluated 
as a probable interpretation of the nature of a reality 
unless something of the nature of the reality 1s presup- 
posed. Thus, in evaluating the interpretative function of 
an hypothesis, an assumption is made in order to pass 
judgment upon another assumption. One is the hypothesis 
about the nature of the reality which is interpreted; the 
other is the assumption with which the hypothesis 1s 
evaluated. The notion, for example, that two volumes of 
the same text were produced by fingers running at ran- 
dom over the keys of a typewriter is an hypothesis about 
the production of two volumes. But the hypothesis 1s 
dismissed as fantastic because some other interpretation 
of the production of two identical copies is assumed as 
more probable. 

Hypotheses differ in their credibility for an individual 
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because each individual assumes certain points of view, 
and these points of view he employs as criteria with which 
he evaluates other points of view. The particular point 
of view with which an interpretation of a reality is 
evaluated is an assumption about that reality. Hence, 
one hypothesis about a reality is evaluated only when 
another hypothesis is assumed as probably more informed 
of the nature of that reality. The rejection of an hypothe- 
sis, therefore, may reveal more about the confidence which 
an individual has in what he regards as knowledge than 
it discloses about the actual untenability of an hypothesis. 

Every evaluation of the tenability, or untenability, 
of an hypothesis is a judgment from the point of view of 
another hypothesis. ‘This holds even in such a simple 
situation as the explanation for the production of two 
copies of the same text. When one is already convinced 
of the tenability of one hypothesis, he believes that 
another which is contradictory of it is untenable. Thus 
what is believed to be the informative value of an hy- 
pothesis is determined by what is assumed to be the 
nature of the reality of which knowledge is claimed. This 
is circular, and yet, it is the point of view with which all 
claims to knowledge are assessed. In any evaluation of an 
interpretation of a reality, something of the nature of 
the reality itself must be assumed. But any assumption 
about its nature is itself an interpretation. Thus two 
interpretations are involved whenever claims to knowl- 
edge are assessed. In any evaluation of an interpretation, 
there is a contest for acceptance between one proposi- 
tion and another. The proposition which is accepted by 
an individual is the one which is most credible to him. 
But the credibility of a proposition to an individual has 
no necessary correlation with its knowledge-value. It is 
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only an expression of what an individual regards as 
knowledge, and expresses what he believes about the 
nature of a reality which he interprets. 

If the only reality interpreted were an individual’s 
Own experience, an empiricist alone could account for 
knowledge-claims. ‘They would be interpretations of ex- 
perience. But if there is a reality other than experience 
which an individual endeavours to interpret, then he does 
not merely affirm interpretations of his experience. His 
interpretation is an experience, but the knowledge-value 
of his interpretation is a feature of informed experience. 

Locke, for example, endeavoured to defend an em- 
piricist’s theory of knowledge, and therefore declared 
that “knowledge (is) nothing but the perception of the 
connection of an agreement or disagreement. . . of any 
of our ideas.” (1) But this does not account for the fea- 
tures of knowledge-claims which are ventured about a 
reality believed to be other than experience. When a 
reality other than experience is interpreted, something 
other than experience is assumed to be known. Yet, what 
is known of its nature must always be in experience, and 
what is affirmed of its nature must always be a statement. 
The informative significance of an interpretation, how- 
ever, is not a feature of language: language is simply an 
instrument developed to express interpretations. 

What is assumed to be known is the reality inter- 
preted: not just the interpretation. ‘The interpretation 
is what is assumed to be known of the reality. If there is 
a reality whose properties are what an individual assumes 
they are, then an individual has knowledge of the reality. 
His possession of such knowledge, however, has nothing 
to do with the language he employs in articulating his 
knowledge. He may interpret a reality other than his 


Tus 


RELIGIOUS FAITH, LANGUAGE, AND KNOWLEDGE 


experience, and he may be informed of its nature, even 
though he makes no effort to articulate the interpretation 
in a language form. 

If, however, he articulates his interpretation, then 
the statement of his interpretation is the proposition 
whose knowledge-value may be estimated by others. But 
the estimate of its knowledge-value will always be from 
the point of view of an individual interpreting the reality. 
Thus the statement that the sun loses “mass at the rate 
of four million tons a second’’ (2) is an interpretation 
of a physical reality, something of whose nature is as- 
‘sumed to be known. Since this interpretation may have 
to be revised, it is regarded in science as an hypothesis. If 
it were assumed to be an interpretation which would not 
be revised, it would never be regarded as an hypothesis. 

An hypothesis is an interpretation whose knowledge- 
value is subject to judgment, just as the hypothesis itself 
is subject to revision. ‘This acknowledgment of its tenta- 
tive character in the point of view which makes it an hy- 
pothesis. ‘The caution, therefore, with which a claim to 
knowledge is regarded as an hypothesis is an admission 
that achieving knowledge is not merely a matter of ven- 
turing claims to knowledge. It is being informed of the 
nature of the reality of which one ventures an inter- 
pretation. 

An interpretation is regarded as a knowledge-claim 
only when it is assumed that it is an informed interpreta- 
tion. But this is an assumption, and it is as much of an 
act of faith as is the interpretation itself. 

Every hypothesis in science is a claim to knowledge. 
It is an interpretation of a reality; but in proposing the 
interpretation, the admission is also implied that the in- 
terpretation may be insufficiently informed. An admission 
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of its deficiency, however, in no way affects the informa- 
tive value of the hypothesis: what one may think about 
an hypothesis has nothing to do with its knowledge-value. 
The hypothesis, for example, that the earth is a sphere 
was proposed by the Pythagoreans centuries before it was 
commonly accepted as a defensible interpretation. The 
tragedy that the human race should have remained so 
long in ignorance about the nature of the earth on which 
it lives has nothing to do with the soundness of the Pytha- 
goreans’ interpretation. The rejection of the interpreta- 
tion proposed by the Pythagoreans is simply a commen- 
tary upon the tenacity with which individuals cling to 
what they believe to be knowledge. The tenacity, how- 
ever, with which individuals cling to a belief has nothing 
to do with its knowledge-value. Even the number of ind1- 
viduals who cling to a belief has nothing whatsoever to 
do with its knowledge-value. 

When an individual becomes aware of the moral 
responsibility imposed upon him in claiming to know 
something of a reality, he is already cautious about what 
he claims for his own interpretations. He regards them 
as subject to correction when he believes that more can 
be known of the nature of the reality which he proposes 
to interpret. Those, however, who have not achieved a 
moral maturity sufficient to recognize the obligations 
entailed in any claim to knowledge are aware of none 
of the responsibilities acknowledged by the individual 
who states his claims to knowledge as hypothesis. An hy- 
pothesis may be ventured with the strongest confidence 
that it is informed, and yet, an individual who knows 
something of the history of ideas also knows something 
of the folly of an unwillingness to learn more than one 
already assumes to know. The designation of a claim to 
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knowledge as an hypothesis is just this cautious evaluation 
of one’s interpretation. It is an admission that an interpre- 
tation of a reality may be revised because more of its 
nature may be known than one assumes he already knows. 

“Knowledge” must therefore be distinguished from 
“claims to knowledge’. A claim to knowledge is knowl- 
edge when it is informed of the reality whose nature one 
proposes to interpret. But when an individual who pro- 
poses an interpretation does not also know that his inter- 
pretation is informed of the nature of the reality he 
proposes to interpret, he admits that his interpretation 
is an hypothesis. ‘This admission is not a commentary on 
the knowledge-value of the interpretation. It is a com- 
_ mentary, rather, on the attitude of an individual toward 
his interpretation. 

Earnest though an individual may be to know the 
nature of a reality, his earnestness as such has little merit 
unless his zeal is disciplined by the responsibilities which 
the ‘‘claim to knowledge’”’ itself imposes. To claim that 
one knows a reality, imposes an obligation: it imposes 
the obligation to be informed. But the information 
of a reality is not a product of earnestness: earnestness 
is only a condition which motivates an individual to 
learn. Earnestness which is directed not upon learning, 
but upon maintaining that one already has learned all 
that he can know is a vice. It is a type of mentality which 
is not concerned to know all that might be known: it is 
concerned to restrict itself, and others, to what is assumed 
to be known. 

The greatest zeal to know is compatible with classify- 
ing every claim to knowledge as an hypothesis, since what 
one believes is knowledge is after all an interpretation. 
The admission that an interpretation is an hypothesis is 
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not a reservation in one’s confidence in its truth. It is 
simply an acknowledgment that the quest for knowledge 
is a long search, and that more may be known than is 
already known. This caution does not diminish the zeal 
to know. It merely checks the arrogance of identifying 
one’s beliefs about a reality, whether physical or divine, 
with the nature of the reality. ‘his caution is the mini- 
mum condition in a search to know the nature of any 
reality as complex as the physical world, and as worthy 
to be known as the divine reality. ‘Io admit less than this 
caution is impudence. 

Science is a search: so is religious life. A religious 
life is bent upon knowing something of the divine 
reality. It is not satisfied to know only what others believe 
about the divine reality. It may be interested in such be- 
liefs as a help in its own search. But when others’ beliefs 
become the only reality which one seeks to know, the ob- 
jective of his knowledge-quest is not the divine reality. 
So likewise, when a science, as a body of beliefs, is the 
only reality which an individual desires to know, his 
desire is for something very different from the physical 
scientist’s desire. A scientist seeks to know the physical 
reality. To gain such knowledge is his objective. But in 
his effort to attain this objective, he hesitates to classify 
his interpretations as knowledge. He therefore regards 
them as claims to knowledge, recognizing that a claim 
to knowledge is a classification of an interpretation; 
whereas knowledge is not. Knowledge is a property of an 
interpretation. 


1. Hypotheses in physical science are not interpretations 
of sensory experiences. 


Locke declares that ‘‘the idea of the sun ... is 
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(nothing) but an aggregate of . . . several simple ideas— 
bright, hot, roundish, having a constant regular motion, 
at a certain distance from us.” (3) ‘The slightest com- 
parison of this description of an idea of the sun with the 
knowledge-claims which are proposed in modern astron- 
omy, however, reveals how great a disparity there is 
between an empirical description of an idea of a physical 
object, and the interpretation of the nature of the object, 
of which there may be some empirical information. ‘The 
idea of the sun for a scientifically uninformed individual 
does include the vivid imagery of intense brightness, but 
it does not include an idea of temperature measured in 
thousands of degrees. ‘The idea of a sun for such an indi- 
vidual may include the image of a circle, but it certainly 
does not include a notion of the dimensions of the sun 
as a body whose diameter is some 886,000 miles. ‘The 
notion of the diameter of the sun in terms of hundreds 
of thousands of miles is a modern hypothesis, and from 
the data of visual experience alone, this hypothesis would 
never have entered the mind of man. 

The idea of the sun for a primitive individual would 
indeed include a notion of movement, as Locke points 
out. But it would not include the idea of a movement 
of thousands of miles a day, any more than it would 
include the notion that the sun is the center around 
which the earth moves at a rate of more than a million 
miles a day. ‘The idea of the sun even for a scientifically 
untrained individual includes a notion of a distance from 
the earth, but it certainly does not include the idea of 
a distance of some ninety-three million miles. A scientifi- 
cally literate individual’s idea of the sun today has few 
features in common with the idea of even the most 
learned of the ancient scientists. ‘This fact should bring 
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to anyone’s attention that what is claimed in modern 
science as knowledge of the sun is not based on sensory 
data, and it is likewise not derived from an interpreta- 
tion of sensory experience. 

Very little of a modern scientist’s idea of the nature 
of the sun is deduced from sensory data. An estimate, 
for example, of the temperature of the sun, and an esti- 
mate of the pressure of the gaseous state of the sun is an 
hypothesis about the nature of the sun. ‘This hypothesis 
is not based upon sensory data, and it is not in any way 
derived from sensory experience. ‘This fact becomes clear 
when the idea of the sun is analyzed. ‘The idea of the 
sun for a scientist includes a belief that the sun is a parent 
of the planets, and this in turn includes a belief in the 
proximity of a wandering star which produced a pull 
upon the gaseous structure of the sun. The idea of the 
sun for a modern scientist likewise includes an interpreta- 
tion of the nature of radiation: an interpretation of which 
in turn includes an hypothesis of the atom; and this in 
turn, of atomic components. Thus one cannot even begin 
to describe the properties of the physical sun without 
becoming involved in the most complex set of interpreta- 
tions. This complex set of interpretations is the modern 
scientist’s idea of the sun, and this idea has indeed little 
resemblance to the simple aggregate of sensory features 
as Locke proposed. Locke’s attempt to describe the idea 
of the sun may take into account features which the idea 
of a primitive person may have of the sun, but it certainly 
does not describe the features of a scientifically literate 
individual’s idea of the sun. 

No one would think of accounting for the discovery 
of the planet Neptune by the method of Locke’s descrip- 
tion of ideas. Before Neptune was photographed, the idea 
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of Neptune was an hypothesis. The hypothesis of Nep- 
tune’s existence afhrmed the faith that there must be an 
unobserved planet to account for the observed move- 
ments of the planet Uranus. But the movements of 
Uranus might have been observed by astronomers with- 
out proposing the existence of Neptune. Any number of 
explanations might have been proposed. Yet, when an 
astronomer observes certain movements, the movements 
are for him evidence of a causal factor which is inter- 
preted according to the points of view formulated by 
Kepler and Newton, to mention only two of any number 
of others whose interpretations of the physical world 
enter into any interpretation proposed by an informed 
scientist today. 

It is, however, impossible to describe the full meaning 
of an idea of the movements of Uranus without becoming 
involved in the entire physics of the solar system, and 
this in turn involving an interpretation of the solar sys- 
tem in the galactic setting, and this in turn in the setting 
of other comparable systems. All of this is included in 
the idea of the movements of Uranus. When the complex 
nature of the movements of Uranus is analyzed, the 
hypothesis of a planet having a particular location in the 
solar system is already formulated. Hence, the specific 
direction stipulated in this hypothesis itself directed 
astronomers to photograph the planet. 

This discovery of Neptune cannot be accounted for 
by any empiricist’s analysis of the character of Locke’s 
or Hume’s. The discovery of Neptune was not brought 
about by an analysis of sensory data, or by a reflection 
upon sensory data. ‘The sensory data involved in the 
discovery of the planet were interpreted from the point 
of view of the hypothesis of a planet in the gravitational 
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field of Uranus. After a complex calculation of the move- 
ments of Uranus, the mass and distance of Neptune were 
estimated, even before Neptune was photographed. By 
means of these estimates, a photograph of Neptune was 
made possible. But no one would propose that a des- 
cription of the photographic figure had anything to do 
with securing the photograph of Neptune. 

‘The same criticism of an empiricist’s theory of scien- 
tific methodology must be offered in an analysis of the 
method of any other physical science. When, for example, 
one looks at water, he may well describe his experiences, 
but any such description of his experiences in terms of 
sensory data in no way bears any resemblance whatsoever 
to all that is claimed as knowledge of the structure of 
water. A scientific interpretation of the nature of water 
involves an idea of molecular structure. The idea of a 
molecule includes the idea of an atom; the idea of an 
atom in turn includes the idea of the electron, and so on. 

Whatever basis there is upon which the molecular 
and atomic structure of a physical object rests, it is not 
sensory data. With the hypothesis of molecular and 
atomic structures, rather, sensory data have a significance 
which they would not have without these hypotheses. 
But the order of significance is not from sensory data to 
scientific hypotheses: it is from hypotheses to an inter- 
pretation of sensory data. This fact is obvious in analyzing 
the concept of the mass of a helium atom. 

An estimate of the mass of the helium atom and of 
the hydrogen atom necessitates the hypothesis of radia- 
tion. The interpretation of the mass of the helium atom 
as four times the mass of the hydrogen atom follows from 
the assumption that four hydrogen atoms combine to 
form one helium atom. But although the mass of the 
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helium atom is designated as four, the mass of the hydro- 
gen atom may not be inferred as one, since it is found to 
be more than one. The difference between the mass of 
a hydrogen atom as 1.008, and the mass of the helium 
atom as 4, is, however, accounted for by the hypothesis 
of radiation. According to this hypothesis, energy is lost 
by radiation when four hydrogen atoms combine to form 
one helium atom. 

With this hypothesis, which is proposed to account 
for a basic phenomenon in chemistry, an idea is gained 
about the possible nature of radiation in the stars. Thus 
the same hypothesis which is proposed to account for 
the discrepancy of atomic weights of two elements with 
which chemists are acquainted in the laboratory, is also 
proposed to account for stellar radiation. Such an exten- 
sion of the scope of an hypothesis from a chemist’s labora: 
tory to the interior of the stars rests upon many assump- 
tions. If modern scientists still believed as Aristotle, and 
most pre-Copernican scientists, that there is a fundamen- 
tal difference in the nature of the heavenly bodies and the 
earth, this extension of the hypothesis of radiation would 
never have been ventured. But what is done with one 
hypothesis is conditioned by what is believed about the 
field of its application. The scope of application of an 
hypothesis, however, is itself an hypothesis. ‘The same type 
of radiation which is proposed to account for one of 
the elements in the composition of the earth is proposed 
to account for the radiation of the sun, and because our 
sun is a star, this radiation is also proposed to interpret 
the nature of the stars. But this extension from the radia- 
tion of the sun to the radiation of the stars rests upon the 
hypothesis of the common physical composition of sun 
and stars. Thus with this assumption, the composition of 
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the earth becomes linked with the composition of the 
remotest star. But the composition of the remotest star 
is not something observed. It is an interpretation implied 
in the hypothesis of the common character of all physical 
bodies. 

Confined to the range of senses, one must ask how 
the notion of an expanding universe would ever arise. 
Even if the notion of an expansion of the apparent vault 
of the sky were conceived, what possible correlation 
would there be between the restricted dimensions as- 
sociated with interpretations of sensory data, and the 
incredible estimates of a universe doubling in size every 
1,300 million years or so? (4) 

The idea of the expanding universe, like the idea of 
the common character of radiation of terrestrial and 
stellar bodies, is an hypothesis, or a venture of faith. It is 
an interpretation of a reality which is believed to have 
certain properties. But these properties are not inferred 
from features of sensory data. These interpretations are 
rather assumptions about the nature of physical reality, 
whether it be the universe, or an atom. 

Neither the universe nor the atom are observable. 
Certain data, however, within the limited scope of ob- 
servations are interpreted from the point of view that 
there is a universe of vast dimensions, and that there is 
an atomic structure of infinitesimal dimensions. But the 
very vast, and the very small, are not observed. Their 
structures are interpreted, and the interpretations of 
their structures are hypotheses. 

Hypothetical constructions may account for data 
which is observed, but many, or most, of the hypotheses 
in theoretical science are not formulated to make sensory 
data credible to an individual. The motive in scientific 
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research is not to account for sensory data: it is to become 
informed of the nature of the realities in relation to 
which an individual assumes he has some experience. 

Every primitive person who survived very long ob- 
served his environment carefully enough to get out of the 
way of falling stones, or to get out of the way of rocks 
hurled by an enemy. But no primitive person ever ob- 
served kinetic energy. It 1s only a mind curious enough 
to account for bodies which are believed to be observed 
that proposes the hypothesis of energy, and proposes that 
the energy of a falling body is potential in the body before 
it falls. But no one, whether a primitive, or a contem- 
porary scientist, observes potential energy. ‘The concept 
of energy is an hypothesis which includes the notion of 
potential energy transformable into kinetic energy. The 
notion that there is an energy before it is converted is 
an interpretation of a property of a physical body which 
is believed to be observed. 

All hypotheses in theoretical science are normative 
ideas, or ideals. The notion of a simple pendulum, for 
example, is a normative idea which is not derived from 
any number of observations of particular physical 
phenomena. It is an hypothesis about particular pheno- 
mena in the physical world. ‘The notion of the average 
velocity of a molecule is another such ideal. It 1s not a 
descriptive analysis of any observable data. Observable 
data do not even enter into the idea of the average velocity 
of a molecule. Yet, this idea is a part of physical science. 
No single molecule could be observed, any more than 
could the movements of a single molecule be measured. 
Yet, the idea of the average velocity of a molecule is a 
magnitude which is employed in interpreting the pres- 
sure and density of actual gases. 
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Certain sensory data may be the manifestations in 
experience of a physical gas existing as a reality other 
than experience, but from such data nothing would be 
inferred about an ideal gas, or about an ideal molecule 
of a gas. One need not press the analysis of scientific 
ideas very far to see that they are not descriptions of sen- 
sory data; and that they are not interpretations of ex- 
perience. ‘Chey are interpretations of realities other than 
experience, and with such interpretations, certain data of 
experience are in turn accounted for, or interpreted. 

Hypotheses in physical science are methodological 
simplifications. The idea of an ideal gas, for example, in- 
terprets a less complex entity than an actual gas, since an 
actual gas is affected by all the factors in its physical con- 
text. Newton’s first law, likewise, states relations which 
are less complicated than the actual relations in the 
physical world. In the ideal formulated by Newton, 
a physical body would continue in a path of movement 
without deflection if not acted upon by another body. 
That there is no body in the entire physical universe 
which is free of the influence of other bodies is ob- 
vious to anyone who understands the meaning of gravi- 
tation. Gravitation is the action of one body upon 
another, and yet, the excessive simplification in Newton’s 
first law makes it possible to calculate the amount of 
gravitational attraction upon a body in relation to other 
bodies. The first law of Newton is an abstraction in the 
sense that properties of a body are abstracted from all 
actual bodies, and are conceived as properties of an ideal 
body. The ideal body, however, is not an interpretation 
of any particular actual body; yet, a particular actual 
body may be interpreted from the point of view of the 
nature of the ideal body. 
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From particular data which are observed, it is obvious 
that nothing would ever be mentioned about the average 
velocity of a molecule in an ideal gas, any more than 
anything would be mentioned about the correlation of 
pressure, temperature, and volume of gases. But there 
is enough curiosity peculiar to some minds to want to 
know the nature of a physical reality which is assumed 
to be related to the data observed. 

Interpretations of this physical reality constitute 
physical science as a system of concepts about the physical 
world. ‘These concepts are not hypotheses about experi- 
ence. But with these concepts, some of the data of 
experience are accounted for. The order cannot, how- 
ever, be reversed. Systems of science are not derived from 
the data of sensory experiences: it is the mind which 
correlates features of sensory data with properties of the 
physical world. But the correlation rests upon the as- 
sumption that there is a physical world whose properties 
account for some of the features of sensory experience. 

This assumption, however, is the basic act of faith 
in a theory about the knowledge-value of science. Unless 
something were assumed to be known of the nature of a 
reality other than experience, no effort would ever be 
made to assess the warrant for the knowledge-claims in 
physical science. 

One cannot go far in any theory of knowledge, or in 
any analysis of the knowledge-claims in physical science, 
without realizing how very inadequate is Hume’s premise 
that all ideas are faint images of sensory “impressions”. 
When sensory experiences are regarded as the basis for 
ideas, an empiricist simply cannot account for some ideas. 
The idea, for example, that there is an identity of experi- 
ences cannot be accounted for in terms of sensory 
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experiences. Identity is a concept: it is an idea with which 
particular experiences may be classified. But the classifica- 
tion of particular experiences as identical is an operation 
upon experiences which cannot itself be accounted for 
in terms of particular experiences. | 

Particular data are classified as instances of a class 
only when the notion of a class is employed, and this 
notion cannot be derived from particulars. In the classi- 
fication of particulars, more than particular sensory data 
are involved: the particular data are interpreted from 
the point of view of a class. It is just this type of interpre- 
tation of particular data as instances of a class, however, 
which constitutes one of the difficulties in pressing the 
empiricist’s analysis of all ideas, and so all knowledge- 
claims, as derivations from sensory data. 


2. Hypotheses are statements of faith. 


An hypothesis is a belief about something whose 
nature one endeavours to understand, and its function 
in physical science is as clear an instance of an act of 
faith as one can find. An hypothesis is ventured by an 
individual who regards it as a warranted interpretation 
of some property of the physical world; but he ventures 
it as an assumption whose warrantability is not known. 
Its warrant, however, is assumed. If it were not assumed, 
it would not even be proposed as an interpretation. An 
individual’s uncertainty, however, in estimating the 
warrant for an hypothesis is not a measure of the prob- 
ability of its soundness: it is simply an expression of the 
individual’s hesitancy to assert that the hypothesis is war- 
ranted. 

One ventures an interpretation of a reality even when 
he is not able to justify the interpretation he affirms. This 
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very inability to accompany an interpretation with the 
credentials for its warrant is just the nature of an hypothe- 
sis. An hypothesis, however, which is regarded by an 
individual as an interpretation of a reality, of whose 
nature he assumes he knows less than he might know, 
is an expression of faith. It expresses a faith that his inter- 
pretation is warranted, although he does not possess 
certification for the warrant of his interpretation. 

An hypothesis is an interpretation which is ventured 
at the same time that one hesitates to claim that it is an 
informed interpretation, and yet, one proposes the inter- 
pretation because he assumes it is informed. ‘There is 
nothing contradictory in this. It is the characteristic of | 
all honest interpretation. An honest individual always 
proposes the most informed statements he can about the 
nature of a reality he attempts to interpret; and yet, when 
he is aware of the difficulty of attaining knowledge, he 
is also hesitant to assume that every belief he assumes to 
be warranted is actually warranted. Thus there is a very 
great difference in believing that one’s interpretations 
are claims to knowledge, and in believing that one’s in- 
terpretations qualify as knowledge. 

It is one thing to know one’s interpretations: it is 
quite another thing to know that one’s interpretations of 
a reality are informed of the nature of the reality inter- 
preted. Yet, the presumption that some interpretations 
are informed is the presupposition underlying all science. 
Interpretations are classified as warranted points of view 
because an assumption is made about their informative- 
value. But the informative-value of propositions in 
science is their adequacy to state interpretations which 
are warranted. ‘They are warranted when they are in- 
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formed. Yet, the whole objective of scientific study is 
to know which interpretations are warranted. 

Science is an endless quest for the very reason that 
the warrant for interpretations will always remain a 
challenge. So long as there are interpretations of the 
nature of a reality other than an individual’s own point 
of view, so long will an individual who is in an earnest 
search of knowledge be aware that his interpretation is 
not a final judgment. ‘There is still another judgment: 
it is a judgment upon the warrant for his interpretation. 

This distinction constitutes the basis for a differentia- 
tion in the objects of which a probability-estimate is 
made. One estimates the probability that his interpreta- 
tion is warranted. Yet, the estimate of this probability 
is not necessarily an expression of its informative-value. 
The evaluation of an interpretation in terms of the 
probability that it is informed is other than the informa- 
tive-value of the interpretation. An interpretation is 
informed when the nature of a reality is analyzed cor- 
rectly in the interpretation. But an individual who pro- 
poses an interpretation of a reality may not even be aware 
of the accuracy with which he actually does interpret 
the reality. Hence, he may be unable accurately to evalu- 
ate the probable knowledge-value of his interpretation. 

This is not a contradiction: it is an acknowledgment 
that a claim to knowledge of a reality may be made even 
though an individual may not know that he knows the 
nature of the reality. The warrant for an interpretation 
is assumed: otherwise it would not be proposed as a 
serious point of view. 

Interpretations of the physical world constitute 
science. Whether these interpretations are warranted 
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claims to knowledge, however, is a problem which no 
scientist at any time in the history of science can pass 
judgment upon with “warranted” certainty. Yet, every 
scientist regards claims to knowledge as warranted, and 
these claims to knowledge are a scientist’s equipment 
in ascertaining their warrant. Thus there is a circular 
feature in all scientific research. An interpretation is as- 
sumed to be warranted, and yet, the justification for 
research is to ascertain the warrant for interpretations. 

Every claim to knowledge is an expression of faith. 
It is a venture to believe something about the warrant 
for one’s point of view. Data are selected as confirming 
evidence for a point of view only when the data are as- 
sumed to be relevant. But this assumption is itself a 
judgment about realities other than the point of view. 
An individual may very well be aware of what his point 
of view is, and yet he would have to make assumptions 
about other realities if he were to subject the point of 
view to “empirical” testing. Empirical testing of a point 
of view is confronting a point of view with data which 
are not included in the point of view. 

The selection of such data rests upon the assumption 
of the relevance of data to confirm an interpretation. But 
the circular character of this testing is obvious: data are 
interpreted as evidence for a point of view, and therefore 
are selected as confirming it. But the selection is an inter- 
pretation of data from the point of view of what one is 
looking for. Only the most superficial of mentality could 
gloss over this profound problem with which an indi- 
vidual is confronted who earnestly endeavours to evaluate 
the warrant for selecting data as evidence to confirm his 
point of view. What is regarded as confirmatory evidence 
is interpreted as relevant: but a confidence in the de- 
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fensibility of an interpretation may itself make an 
individual assume that data are relevant. This influence 
of a point of view upon the selection of evidence for 
“empirically testing’ the point of view itself is indeed 
a very sobering fact. It makes one realize that claims to 
“objective verification”, or “‘objectivity’’ are indefensible 
boasts. | 

No one aware of the offense of the boast would pro- 
pose that some points of view are not objective. ‘To know 
this much would indeed be possessing vast information, 
but one would be totally uninformed about the nature 
of knowing to claim that his points of view are objective 
in the sense that he knows they are informed of the nature 
of a reality which he proposes to interpret. 

Locke declares that “he who would not deceive him- 
self ought to build his hypothesis on matter of fact. . 
and not presume on matter of fact because of his hypo- 
thesis.” (5) This prescription is certainly a recommenda- 
tion it would be desirable to follow, but whose require- 
ment is more of a fictional ideal than most advocates of 
the “empirical” method might care to admit. What are 
regarded as “‘facts’” are interpreted data, and when data 
are interpreted as “‘facts’”’, a faith is already affirmed that 
there is a reality other than an individual’s present inter- 
pretation. 

A religious individual does not claim to know only 
his interpretation when he believes there is a divine 
reality transcendent of human life, into whose purpose 
the history of the world somehow enters. When St. 
Augustine declares that “‘our souls may from their weari- 
ness arise toward Thee, leaning on those things which 
Thou has created, and passing on to Thyself’ (6), he 
assumes that there is a divine reality other than human 
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life, and other than the physical world. But this inter- 
pretation of a physical world as evidence for a reality 
other than the world itself is possible only for an indi- 
vidual who ventures the faith that there is a reality other 
than the physical world. 

A religious interpretation of the world in terms of its 
expression of a divine purpose involves the same type of 
faith as is involved in interpreting sensory data as evi- 
dence of a physical reality. In both interpretations, an 
individual assumes that there is a reality other than ex- 
perience. ‘Che religious individual, who like St. ‘Thomas, 
argues that “our intellect knows God from creatures” (7), 
must first assume that there is a divine reality which is 
the Creator. Without this faith, no living thing would 
ever be interpreted as an instance of the creative nature 
of God. But the function of faith in interpreting the 
physical world as evidence for the creative activity of God 
is the same function which faith performs in interpreting 
sensory data as evidence for a physical reality. (8) 

Religious faith is a point of view with which some 
experiences are interpreted. ‘This is circular, of course, 
just as is the interpretation of sensory data as evidence 
for properties of a physical world. ‘The properties of a 
physical world are assumed to be correlated with features 
of experience, and from the data of experience, knowl- 
edge is claimed of the properties of a reality which is 
other than, experience. ‘This procedure in the empirical 
method of science is the same procedure which underlies 
the interpretations which a religious individual makes. 

When St. Thomas maintains that “our knowledge of 
God is derived from the perfections which flow from Him 
to creatures’ (9), he aflirms a faith. ‘his is a religious 
interpretation of life. It regards life as significant in a 
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plan, the working out of which is a divine purpose; and 
without this faith, life would not be interpreted in terms 
of its reference to a reality transcendent of the physical 
world. But with this faith, a significance is found in life 
which could not be found without this faith. If this is a 
reading of significance into reality, then it is the same 
process which underlies every claim in physical science 
to an “empirical” knowledge of a physical reality. (10) 
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THE CRITERION OF RELIGIOUS 
KNOWLEDGE-CLAIMS 


AN INDIVIDUAL who seriously reflects upon beliefs 
which are regarded as claims to knowledge raises the 
question of the warrant for knowledge-claims. This 
question expresses an awareness of the need for criteria 
by which the warrant for knowledge-claims may be 
evaluated. 

An individual who believes that religious life is a 
condition for attaining knowledge of a divine reality 
becomes aware sooner or later that claims to knowledge 
of the divine reality must be confronted by a criterion 
for their warrant. The criterion by which an individual 
evaluates the warrant for a claim to knowledge of the 
divine reality is what he believes to be a true interpreta- 
tion of the divine reality. ‘The religious quest to know 
the divine reality is itself a search for a criterion by which 
one may evaluate beliefs about the divine reality. 

The faith of an earnest religious individual is the 
conviction that there is a reality other than human life, 
and other than the physical world, a knowledge of which 
would constitute a completely dependable guidance for 
life. Thus religious faith itself defines a standard by which 


134 


RELIGIOUS FAITH, LANGUAGE, AND KNOWLEDGE 


religious life must evaluate claims to a knowledge of 
divine reality. This standard is complete dependability 
for human life. Where this is found, there alone one 
may believe he has discovered the divine reality. And 
every claim to a knowledge of the divine reality which 
does not formulate a completely trustworthy pattern of 
life for all men must be rejected as an interpretation of 
the divine reality. The conviction that there is one, and 
only one, completely trustworthy reality upon which 
human life may always depend is religious faith. Accord- 
ing to this faith, when a dependable way of life for all 
men is not known, the divine reality is not known. And 
because what is a completely dependable way of life is 
a knowledge of the divine reality, religious faith affirms 
that one knows the Way, when he has such dependable 
knowledge. Religious faith is the confidence that there 
is a Way which may be known which “leadeth unto life”, 
and the supreme purpose in life is to attain a knowledge 
of it that one may live enlightened by it. ‘This is the pas- 
turage for the soul of which Plato speaks. (1) 

What is completely dependable for human life ac- 
cording to the criterion affirmed in religious life is the 
divine reality. But the faith that there is such a completely 
dependable reality whose nature man can know 1s not 
itself an adequate norm for ascertaining the truth-char- 
acter of religious faith. Since a faith must be judged by 
a norm other than itself, so likewise must interpretations 
of faith be evaluated by criteria other than interpreta- 
tions of faith. This becomes apparent when one recalls 
how some of the learned Pharisees declared that Jesus 
“is not of God, because he keepeth not the Sabbath day”. 
(2) The criterion by which the Pharisees evaluated the 
authority of Jesus was institutional: it was the meaning 
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which the Sabbath had in the religious culture of the 
day. Hence when Jesus challenged the institutional inter- 
pretation of the observances of the Sabbath, the Sabbath 
as interpreted by the institution was itself challenged as 
the criterion of religious life. ‘This incident illustrates 
the fundamental problem confronting religious life when 
religious interpretations become the criteria of what is 
warranted religious faith. When a belief which is en- 
dorsed by an institution becomes the criterion by which 
all religious faith is measured, the religious institution 
may itself become an obstacle in man’s religious quest. 

Religious life is a striving to know the divine reality 
as the guidance for one’s life; it is not a search to know 
what is believed in a religious institution about the divine 
reality, unless an institution does actually make available 
for men true interpretations of the divine reality. But 
evaluating the truth-character of institutional claims to 
a knowledge of the divine reality is just one responsibility 
of an earnest religious life. 

An institution endorses a belief as an authorized 
canon in order to preserve its own identity as a religious 
institution, since it is only through an historical contin- 
uity of religious belief that there is also an historical 
continuity of a religious institution. And conversely, it 
is only through a religious institution that there is a 
continuity of a particular system of religious beliefs. But 
the system of beliefs canonized by a religious institution 
must, according to religious faith, be evaluated by a 
criterion of what religious life ought to believe about 
the divine reality. Hence an institutional canon as a 
“determination of revealed truth” is, as Brunner points 
out, “‘as perilous as it is necessary’. (3) It is necessary, 
for only as there is a criterion of religious belief can one 
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select from among divergent beliefs the ones which he 
regards as true. But the fundamental problem in religious 
life is not to ascertain what is consonant with the canon 
of a religious institution. ‘The real problem is to ascertain 
what the canon itself ought to be. 

An institution is a product of human effort, and 
therefore it is always subject to the limitations of human 
culture. It is from the unworthy features of such limita- 
tions, however, that the religious quest itself seeks to 
liberate human life. Consequently, if the very goal of the 
religious search is not to be defeated by an institution 
developed to assist in the search, institutions must them- 
selves be subjected to earnest scrutiny. 

An institutional canon of belief constitutes a grave 
problem for earnest religious life, and for this reason, 
Brunner maintains that “Bible faith will have to prove 
its vitality by its power of maintaining faith in the canon 
simultaneously with the necessity for Biblical criticism.” 
(4) But this, however, is the problem: what shall con- 
stitute the norm for the criticism of the sacred scriptures 
canonized in religious tradition? Religious tradition is 
crystallized in its scriptures. But if a product of religious 
tradition is to constitute the final norm of religious faith, 
then religious faith will be constricted in its search to 
what is believed to be a knowledge of the divine reality. 
If an institution, however, is to be effective in directing 
men’s lives to know the divine reality, it must itself be 
measured by the criterion of a true interpretation of the 
divine reality. If the end of the religious institution is 
to orient life to the divine reality, the criterion by which 
its instrumentality must be measured can, therefore, be 
nothing less than the divine reality itself. 

A knowledge of the divine reality as the objective of 
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the religious quest thus imposes upon religious life a 
single norm. But there is no such singularity of norm 
even in the Bible. ‘The Sermon on the Mount is not on 
the same level of significance as are some of the practical 
suggestions given by Jesus to His disciples. In view of the 
fact that the disciples were sent “forth as sheep in the 
midst of wolves’, Jesus is credited with giving the practi- 
cal advice that they should be “‘as wise as serpents (as well 
as) harmless as doves.” (5) This counsel, however, is a 
part of the same canon as is the Sermon on the Mount. 
A biblical canon therefore which includes statements of 
belief as diverse as practical prudence and the Sermon 
on the Mount is not itself one norm. 

The biblical canon is itself an institution’s judgment 
upon the warrant for claims to a knowledge of the divine 
reality. Luther’s antagonism to the Epistle of James, for 
example, was a consequence of his concept of what con- 
stitutes warranted religious belief. But surely his belief 
no more than some of the beliefs in the institution he 
sought to reform constitutes the final norm by which the 
warrant for beliefs of religious faith are to be judged. 

It is begging the question to argue that the Bible “‘is 
the word precisely in virtue of the fact that it reserves 
to faith the verdict that it is the word of God.” (6) This 
is circular, and constitutes nothing more than a subjective 
criterion for what is accepted as the word of God. The 
problem, however, of which an earnest religious life is 
actually aware is the need to have a knowledge of the 
divine reality in order to be freed from the misinterpreta- 
tions of individuals and institutions. ‘The circular defini- 
tion of an institutional canon, therefore, in terms of the 
canon itself is not acceptable to an individual who seeks 


138 


RELIGIOUS FAITH, LANGUAGE, AND KNOWLEDGE 


to know the divine reality, rather than what has been 
thought about it. 

A scriptural canon is a product of applying a criterion 
in the selection of writings to be included in an author- 
ized scripture. The criterion by which such selection is 
made is obviously not exempt from the errors of human 
judgment since it is itself a product of human judgment. 
A fact which cannot be ignored is that in the formation 
of the Old and New Testaments, a vast amount of writing 
was rejected as apocryphal which some individuals be- 
lieved was revealed to men by God. Yet such rejection of 
writings, claimed to be true interpretations of the divine 
reality, implies that one criterion was used to contest 
another criterion. 

The criterion by which the scriptural canon was 
formulated is a proximate criterion, since it is what was 
believed at the time of its formation to be a true inter- 
pretation of the divine reality. Religious faith, however, 
is the conviction that the divine reality is itself the norm 
by which all interpretations of its nature must be ult- 
mately judged. Thus religious faith proposes the norm 
of the divine reality as the criterion of the truth-character 
of religious beliefs, and so affirms that a scripture is an 
authentic norm only insofar as its interpretations of the 
divine reality are informed of the nature of the divine 
reality. 

But when a canon of a religious institution becomes 
the norm for the truth-character of all beliefs in science, 
as well as in religion, the same difficulty is involved for 
science as is involved for religious life itself. But St. 
Thomas Aquinas stipulates such a precarious norm when 
he declares that ‘‘whatsoever is found in the other sciences 
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contrary to the truth of this science (1. e., sacred doctrine) 
must be condemned as false.’”’ (7) If, to be sure, certain 
theological concepts were so completely informed of all 
reality that no other interpretation could be more in- 
formed, then the dogma of Aquinas would be warranted. 

It would, however, be the completest form of pre- 
sumption to maintain that some institutions possess so 
completely the knowledge of the divine reality that never 
again in history will there be a fuller knowledge of its 
nature. ‘his is not a religious testimony: it is rather the 
expression of a bigotry which is not humbled by religious 
faith. Ihe conviction of religious faith is that through 
striving for a knowledge of the divine reality, more can 
be known than could be known without the earnest 
search; and when in the process of striving, more condi- 
tions are fulfilled for knowing its nature, more of its 
nature will be known. 

This does not mean that scriptural teachings are not 
normative for Christian living: it means only that an 
individual Christian is making a vast presumption when 
he believes that his understanding of the scriptural record 
is so adequate that it cannot be improved. Even though 
the teachings of Jesus are normative for Christian living, 
this can not be construed to mean that any individual’s 
understanding of their meaning is correspondingly nor- 
mative, or even that an institution’s interpretation is the 
final norm of what interpretations should be. Although 
the teachings of Jesus do constitute the norm for Chris- 
tian belief, the problem nevertheless remains for every 
Christian to prepare himself so that his understanding 
of the teachings may be the meaning intended by Jesus. 
The norm, in turn, which Jesus proposed for the authen- 
ticity of his teachings about the will of God is the will 
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of God. Hence, the recorded teachings of Jesus consti- 
tute a proximate norm, and even if an individual under- 
stood the teachings as recorded, the fact would still 
remain that those who recorded the teachings of Jesus, 
and those who translated them, did so within the limits 
of language, and within the limits of their understanding. 
Or as John Locke declares, “God does not unmake the 
man when he makes the prophet.” 

Although the scriptural teachings of Jesus constitute, 
as Brunner points out, “the main subject of Christian 
doctrine” (8), the fact still remains that Christian doc- 
trine can be no more informed about the divine reality 
than are interpretations recorded in the Scripture. Since 
the teachings of Jesus are interpreted by men, the state- 
ments constituting Scripture are necessarily conditioned 
by human factors. Hence the conviction that the Bible 
“is the word of God”’ must itself be clarified, for it is 
ambiguous. It may mean two vastly different things. It 
may mean that the Bible as a human possession is an 
exhaustive analysis of the nature of the divine reality. But 
it surely cannot mean this. This would be a presumption 
for anyone to believe that man had as an historical 
possession, a complete knowledge of all that should be 
known of the divine reality and its significance for human 
life. It may also mean that in the Bible there may be 
found an authentic interpretation of the divine reality. 
According to this interpretation, although the formation 
of the Bible is conditioned by human understanding, 
nevertheless, what is informed of the divine nature in 
the Scripture is a true interpretation of its nature. 

The Bible may be one source for a knowledge of 
God, but it is inconsistent with teachings in the Bible 
to maintain that the Bible is the only source for such 
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knowledge. St. Paul specifically declares that ‘‘the invis- 
ible things of Him from the creation of the world are 
clearly seen . . . even His eternal power and Godhead,” 
(9) and this knowledge of God is not derived from the 
Scripture. ‘Che Psalms, likewise, as part of the Scripture, 
maintain that there is a source for knowing the nature 
of God which is not confined to the Scripture. Hence 
the dogma that the Scripture are the one and only source 
for a knowledge of God, as well as the criterion for all 
knowledge-claims of the nature of God, is inconsistent 
with the Scripture itself. 

Brunner declares that “the Scriptures do not figure 
in Christian theology . . . as the expression of faith, but 
as the ground and norm of faith.” (10) But, as has been 
pointed out, a religiously motivated use of the Scripture 
to enable one to know the divine reality must itself be 
submitted to a norm which is other than the Scripture. 
Scripture is a warranted norm for evaluating religious 
beliefs only if the scriptural interpretation of the nature © 
of God is informed of the nature of God, and then the 
problem always confronts one whether his interpretation 
of the Scripture is what is the intended significance of 
the Scripture. 

‘The norm of religious knowledge is not man’s under- 
standing, or reason, for, as Brunner points out, “we 
measure reason and indeed all knowledge by God’s word 
in Scripture.” (11) ‘This norm, however, can mean only 
one thing. It is not Scripture as a canon, for this is an — 
institutional product. It is rather the nature of God as 
informs interpretations in Scripture. Hence the criterion 
for the truth-character of scriptural interpretations of 
the divine nature is not Scripture. It is the nature of God. 

It is, therefore, indefensible to maintain, as Brunner 
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does, that it is “only by perceiving in Scripture the utter- 
ance of God (that) a man becomes a believer; and only 
as such, 1.e. as a member of the community of believers, is 
the thinker in a position to think theologically.” (12) But 
the criterion of the truth-character of religious belief 
stipulated here is not the Scripture. It is rather the ‘“‘utter- 
ance of God”, and the whole problem of earnest religious 
life which studies the Scripture is to ascertain which 
scriptural teachings are informed of God’s nature. This 
is a sobering fact in religious life, since the criterion 
which religious life imposes upon itself is neither “‘re- 
ligion’”’, nor a religious institution, nor a product of a 
religious institution, but is the divine reality, a quest 
for a knowledge of which is religious life. 

Otto very soundly points out that there can “‘be no 
defence of the .. . validity of .. . religious intuitions. . 
that will convince a person who is not prepared to take 
the religious consciousness itself for granted.” (13) Re- 
ligious life is acting upon the faith that there is a divine 
reality which can be known for the trustworthy guidance 
of life, and the earnestness of religious faith is expressed . 
in the manner in which this conviction manifests itself 
in one’s life. If, however, religious faith is something 
other than subjective certitude, it must be submitted to 
the criterion of what takes place in a life which claims 
as its source of guidance a knowledge of the divine reality. 

The Christian faith that God requires love and for- 
giveness of those who seek to know His nature, proposes 
a criterion by which the earnestness of Christian life 
must be judged. Jesus, according to the Gospel record, 
anticipated that this criterion would be applied as the 
measure of the genuineness of Christian life, and there- 
fore he urged his followers to live as they themselves 
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declared it was the will of God that they should live, 
“that the world may believe.” (14) 

A religious life is itself a demonstration of what a 
divine authority means to an individual in his life. Al- 
though a religious life cannot convince a non-religious 
individual that a religious life is informed of a divine 
reality, the consistency, nevertheless, of one’s life with 
what he declares to be an interpretation of the divine 
reality provides an empirical indication of what such a 
divine authority means to an individual in his religious 
life. And only when a religious individual impresses a 
non-religious individual with the supreme desirability 
of a life in search of a knowledge of the divine reality, can 
a non-religious individual see in religious life the desira- 
bility of what he himself does not possess. 

‘This is the supreme service of a Christian to his fel- 
lows, and no amount of social philanthropy can constitute 
a substitute for the actual orientation of life to the divine 
reality as the goal of its earnest search. Only as one helps 
another to orient his life to the divine reality is one doing 
for the other what is the one great commandment: it is 
to love another to the extent that one will dedicate his 
own life to the honest search for a knowledge of God 
that another may likewise be persuaded to devote his life 
to this search. 

The significance of the divine reality for an individual 
is its authority for his life. And only as an individual’s 
life is consistent with what he himself believes to be an 
informed interpretation of the divine reality is his faith 
earnest. This criterion, however, can measure only the 
consistency of an individual’s life with what he declares 
to be the nature of the divine requirement for his life. 
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But this criterion does not constitute a means for ascer- 
taining the validity of an interpretation of the divine 
reality in religious faith. A norm other than religious 
faith, and what is affirmed in faith, must constitute the 
final criterion for the validity of religious faith. 

Hence Wobbermin is not justified in criticizing the 
Kantian criterion of religion as a “‘substitution of a form 
of philosophical and intellectual abstraction for vital re- 
ligion,” (15) when Kant stipulates universality as the 
criterion of the validity of a religious interpretation. The 
universality which Kant maintains as a criterion is pro- 
posed by religious faith itself, which declares that its 
authority is universally trustworthy for all human life. 
Hence it is only consistent with religious faith itself that 
universality should be the criterion by which the validity 
of an instance of religious faith should be evaluated, since 
religious faith affirms that a reality transcendent of all 
human life is the one dependable source of guidance 
for all human life. When Kant, therefore, declares that 
“pure religious faith alone can found a universal church” 
(16), he simply affirms a conviction which is implied in 
religious faith itself. 

The universal suitability of what is believed to be 
an informed interpretation of the divine reality is, how- 
ever, a negative criterion of the validity of the interpreta- 
tion. What is not universally suitable for human life 
cannot be an informed interpretation of the divine 
reality. The criterion of the universal suitability of what 
is believed to be a divine requirement for human life 
is therefore not an “intellectual abstraction”’ extrinsic to 
religious faith. It is the very conviction of religious faith 
itself that an interpretation informed of the nature of 
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the divine reality is a completely dependable guidance — 
for all men, and that what is not universally applicable — 
as a pattern of life for all men is not an informed inter- 
pretation of the divine reality. 
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its duration” (III, 58) is a definition; yet Descartes regards it as a 
proposition whose truth is substantiated by its classification as a “dictate 
of the natural light.” (III, 58) Every instance of Descartes’ appeal to 
the “natural light” (III, 62) is a case of restating, in other words a 
definition or a presupposition. This is obvious in the statement that 
“it is manifest by the natural light that there must be as much reality 
in the efficient and total cause as in its effect; for whence can the effect 
draw its reality if not from its cause.’”’ (III, 49) What Descartes regards 
as a certitude substantiated by natural light is upon an analysis seen 
to be no more than a definition. It is affirmed that there is no effect in 
excess of its cause. Hence, there must “be as much reality in the... 
cause as in its effect.” But this is purely a restatement of a definition. 
Another instance of “all the other truths I discern by the natural 
light” is that “what is done cannot be undone.” (VI, 96) This is purely 
an analytic statement: it is a stipulation of how a word is used. 
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light” to authenticate a belief whose statement may be regarded as 
a real proposition, and not merely as an analytic statement. It is the 
affirmation that “the knowledge of the understanding ought always 
to precede the determination of the will.” (IV, 71) This is the basic 
presupposition of a rationalistic moral philosophy. But to affirm that 
“it is a dictate of the natural light” (IV, 71) simply dodges the issue 
whether this statement is warranted in the light of the data it is sup- 
posed to interpret. Rationalistic moral philosophies assume that it 
is true. But there are others which do not. Thus it is presumptuous 
to appeal to a criterion of the ‘natural light” with a certitude that 
whatever one regards as an instance of it is, therefore, true. The cir- 
cularity is obvious. 


The most absurd of all such attempts to resolve a_ philosophical 
problem is Descartes’ unsupported affirmation that “I am .. . clearly 
taught by the natural light that ideas exist in me as pictures or images.” 
(III, 51) The very problem which gave rise to the Meditations is the 
perplexity whether there are ideas which inform of realities other than 
ideas. Here Descartes merely affirms that this is indisputable, and 
so is no problem. If its indisputability can be so easily established, the 
undertaking, in the first place, was a waste of time. 


Descartes is a sound empiricist when he declares that “because I was 
in existence a short time ago, it does not follow that I must now exist”. 
(III, 58) It would be preferable to restate this: because there is a 
thinking experience which is followed by another thinking experience, 
it may not be inferred that these two experiences have any necessary 
continuity. If there were a continuity in the experiences, this continuity 
would not be claimed as knowledge, since by definition of the initial 
thesis of strict empiricism, what is known is the immediately given. 
The immediately given is the experience from which nothing whatever 
is inferred, and for its existence nothing whatever is presupposed. The 
experience itself is the given, and is the object which is known in ex- 
perience. It is, therefore, indefensible to affirm, as Descartes does, “I 
. .. know that I exist”. (II, 34) This much cannot be claimed as knowl- 
edge. What is warranted, however, is that if the self is thinking, and 
if there is thinking, then there is a self. But this is only by definition 
that there is a self. Yet, Descartes does offer a definition of the self 
which is consistent with strict empiricism when he says, “nothing besides 
thinking belongs to the essence of the mind” (Preface to the Reader, 
p. 10). If this is really what he means, thinking is an experience which 
may be designated by the term “mind”. But this is obviously not what 
Descartes intends to affirm. 


He argues that “it cannot be that when I see, or which comes to the 
same thing, when J think J see, I myself who think am nothing”. 
(III, 42) But this is no argument. It is an affirmation that there is a 
self which thinks. Yet the whole problem for Descartes is an analysis 
of the warrant for making this claim to knowledge that there is a self. 
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Hence, as stated, this is a begging of the question. The statement 
amounts to the affirmation that there is a self, and this self sees and 
thinks. 


But the warrant for affirming this belief is the problem which 
Descartes proposes to examine. The affirmation “I am certain that 
I am a thinking thing” (III, 42) settles the whole issue. If there is 
warrant for this affirmation, then there is nothing more to analyze. 
The analysis has been made unnecessary by the dogmatism with which 
the claim to certain knowledge is made. 


Descartes began his reflections with presuppositions, and he never 
succeeded in suspending these. His proposal to suspend them, and to 
confine his claims to knowledge to the immediately given evidence. is 
only a proposal. He never remained consistent with the proposal. The 
very statement that “I am ... assured that ... perceptions and 
imaginations exist in me” (III, 42) is an example of the unexamined 
presupposition that there is a self which has experiences, and the 
experiences are other than its reality. They are, in other words, “modes” 
olMtiouselt, s(11l742;9V1,.92) 


Descartes declares that “thinking ... alone is inseparable from me”. 
(II, 33) This may be construed as a definition. When there is thinking, 
there is a self. But the self is the thinking, provided the claim is 
consistent with the initial statement that knowledge is of the immediately 
given. Thinking exists. This much is the given. But from this given, 
it does not follow that there is a self which is more than the experience 
of thinking. ‘ 
Every definition of the self which Descartes offers is a petitio 
principii: “I do not observe that aught necessarily belongs to my 
nature or essence beyond my being a thinking thing”. (VI, 91) After 
the repeated affirmations that he is a self which exists and has experi- 
ences, it is hardly necessary to prolong the argument further in order 
to find some belief which may be affirmed with certainty. He is certain 
that there is more than the immediate experience. This certainty 
means that he is not an empiricist, and hence, should not have pro- 
posed to limit his analysis to the conditions which are consistent with 
the thesis of strict empiricism. 

He does not begin his analysis with thinking as the given. He begins 
it with the belief that when there is thinking, there is a self which 
thinks. This is a perfectly defensible point of view, but it is rather 
absurd to make the pompous claim that everything will be doubted 
except the thinking or the doubting, and then smuggle in one certitude 
after another, and leave them all unexamined. | 


He argues that he is a thinking being because he regards himself as 
a thinking being: “it is absolutely necessary to conclude from this 
alone that I am.” (III, 61) By this circular statement, existence is 
inferred from the certainty that there is existence. It would be difficult 
to find a clearer statement of the Stoics’ “irresistible impression” than 
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this. The mind or the thinking self, is not itself directly apprehended. 
What is immediately experienced is the thinking experience. Hence 
it is indefensible to affirm that “I readily discover that there is nothing 
more ... clearly apprehended than my own mind.” (II, 41) 


If “mind” for Descartes means nothing more than the experience of 
thinking, then this statement is warranted. But this is not his notion 
of the reality of the self. For him, there is a self which thinks. The 
thinking is its essence, but its essence is not to be equated with an act 
of thinking, or a thinking experience. Yet, according to the empirical 
thesis, the thinking is the reality of which there is certitude: not the 
reality of a thinker which is other than the thinking experience. 


After affirming that “no one will ever be able to bring it about that 
I am not, so long as I shall be conscious that I am, or at any future 
time cause it to be that I have never been, tt being now true that I 
am’, (III, 44) there is nothing left to argue. 


If this much is a warranted claim to knowledge on the evidence of 
the experience of thinking, then almost anything may be inferred 
from the thinking which is other than the experience itself. 


The statement that nothing “necessarily belongs to my nature or essence 
beyond my being a thinking thing” (VI, 91) is a definition. Yet, 
Descartes declares that from this he “rightly conclude(s) that (his) 
essence consists only in (his) being a thinking thing’. This, however, 
is no conclusion. It is merely a restatement of the original definition. 
This second statement is not even an inference. It is merely a verbal 
alternative to the first statement. 


Descartes’ statement that the “mind is ... really distinct from the 
body” is a metaphysical presupposition. The statement that the body 
and mind are “so closely conjoined . . . as together to form, as it were 


a unity” (I, 19) affirms that the idea of their common character is 
after all only a fiction. Thus, what is not differentiated within experi- 
ence, is differentiated when experience is interpreted by a dualistic 
presupposition. But this is reading into experience what one presup- 
poses underlies experience. That their common character is not a 
feature of experience, but only a fiction in interpretation, certainly 
makes Descartes sound like Vaihinger. If it is only a fiction, it raises 
another very perplexing problem. 


The problem is, if some of our ideas are only fictions, and others are 
not, just how are we to distinguish between ideas which are fictional 
and those which inform us of the nature of some reality existing apart 
from ideas? It is dogmatism to maintain that all our ideas are fictions. 
It is equally dogmatic to maintain that all our ideas inform us of a 
reality which is external to ideas. It is less dogmatic to affirm that 
some of our ideas may inform us of a reality which may exist external 
to our ideas. 


But all three positions are presuppositions. The third presupposition 
is the one which persists in the thinking of Descartes, although his 
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dogmatic dualistic metaphysic is inconsistent with such a belief. 


Descartes declares “I embrace in thought ... the representation of 
the object”. (III, 45) This presupposition he affirms as an instance of 
“natural light”. (III, 51) 

No theory of knowledge can be formulated without presuppositions. 
A critical philosophy, however, enumerates these presuppositions. An 
uncritical philosophy isn’t aware that they are presuppositions. 

There are seven specific presuppositions unacknowledged as presup- 
positions in the single statement which Descartes offers as a warranted 
claim to knowledge: “On the ground that God is no deceiver, and that 
consequently he has permitted no falsity in my opinions which he has 
not likewise given me a faculty of correcting, I think I may with safety 
conclude that I possess in myself the means of arriving at the truth.” 
(VI, 93) 

What Descartes calls a conclusion is only another presupposition in 
addition to the other that (i) there is a God; (ii) this God does not 
deceive; (iii) man’s capacities for experience are created by this God 
who does not deceive; (iv) some uses of these capacities are as God 
intended them to be used; (v) what Descartes believes to be true, is 
true; (vi) an individual’s estimate of a true belief is itself a true be- 
lief; (vii) Descartes knows that the nature of God is as he believes 
it is. 

By the circular character of his argument, he dodges the entire prob- 
lem of a critical theory of knowledge. He declares that “it . . . follows 
. .. that I can never, therefore be deceived for if all I possess be from 
God, and if he planted in me no faculty that is deceitful, it seems 
to follow that I can never fall into error’. (IV, 64) This is a syllogistic 
conclusion from two premises which are unexamined presuppositions. 
They are affirmed as certain, and hence the conclusion follows that 
he has a belief of which he may be certain. But the truth-character 
of this analytical conclusion from the two premises is purely formal. 
The real problem for scrutiny is not the consistency of the conclusion 
from the premises, but the warrant for the premises. The warrant 
for the premises is the concern which motivated his analysis. 

But Descartes’ analysis of his beliefs is simply an enumeration of all 
the beliefs he maintains during his analysis. Every analysis of experi- 
ence begins with presuppositions. A philosophically sound analysis, 
however, is an enumeration of the beliefs which constitute the pre- 
suppositions in the analysis. 

Ibid, Synopsis, 16. 

Ibid, V, 77 (underlining mine). 

Ibid, V, 77. 

Ibid, Synopsis, 18. 

Ibid, V, 79. 

In his Proslogium (Ch. II) Saint Anselm declares “we believe that 
thou art a being than which nothing greater can be conceived.” 
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This statement affirms a belief in the reality of God: it does not affirm 
an inference of the reality of God from the definition of God. This 
therefore is not the so-called ontological argument. God is defined 
as “a being than which nothing greater can be conceived”, and the 
reality of such a being which is affirmed. 


Anselm, however, proposes to demonstrate the necessity for God’s 
existence from the definition of God’s existence. This is the so-called 
ontological argument. It is “that than which nothing greater can be 
conceived cannot exist in the understanding alone. For, suppose it 
exists in the understanding alone: then it can be conceived to exist 
in reality: which is greater. Therefore, if that, than which nothing 
greater can be conceived, exists in the understanding alone, the very 
being, than which nothing greater can be conceived, is one, than which 
a greater can be conceived. But this is impossible. Hence, there is no 
doubt that there exists a being, than which nothing greater can be 
conceived, and it exists both in the understanding and in reality.” 
But in criticism of this argument, it must be pointed out that the 
idea of God’s existence as that which is other than the idea of his 
existence is still the idea of his existence as other than the idea of 
his existence. 
Ibid, V, 79. 
Religion Within the Limits of Reason Alone, p. 66. Open Court, 
Chicago, 1934. Trans. T. M. Greene and H. Hudson. 
The Christian Faith, p. 193. Scribners, Edinburgh, 1928. 
As Professor H. R. Mackintosh says, “If words mean anything, doctrine 
is for (Schleiermacher) a statement about our feeling, not about God.” 
Types of Modern Theology, p. 66. “Dogmatic (for Schleiermacher) 
. would consist exclusively, to use his fatal phrase, in ‘descriptions 
of human states’”. p. 67. “All attributes which we ascribe to God 
are to be taken as denoting not something specific in God, but only 
something specific in the manner in which the feeling of absolute 
dependence is to be related to Him.” Christian Faith, para. 50. 
Ibid, para. 3 and 4. 
So consistent is Schleiermacher’s analysis of religious faith a psychology 
of experience, rather than a theology of the nature of a divine reality 
transcendent of experience, that he even admits, as Professor Mackintosh 
points out, “the idea of God is irrelevant for religion: true faith can 
dispense with it altogether.” (Op. cit., p. 51) “In the Addresses he has 
been emphatic that piety may exist without any idea of God whatsoever: 
but in the Dogmatic apparently moving on a step, he lays down that 
God means ‘the Whence of our receptive and active existence.’” Op. 
cit., p. 64. 
As Professor Mackintosh points out, “you can only speak of faith where 
there is a Word of God on which faith rests’. p. 68. But “Schleier- 
macher’s eye . . . was bent on inward facts, as though the soul could 
feed on its own vitals”. p. 68. “This tenacious vein of psychologism in 
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Schleiermacher is a prejudice and disability that haunts his Dogmatic 
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p. 67-8. 
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Tod Spree: 
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The Universe Around Us, p. 129. Cambridge University Press, 1929. 
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Brothers, N. Y., 1948. 
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ence and Prediction, p. 27, The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 
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Human Knowledge, p. 26. 
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Confessions, p. 83. 

Op. cit., p. 115. 

“The reality of the divine requires no proof,” says Boodin, “any more 

than the existence of the external physical world or of our fellow-men 
. and... it cannot be proved . . . Life always turns out to be a 
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